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Summary 
In organisations, schools, or other contexts, people from different cultural 
backgrounds have to cooperate in groups around a common project. This 
raises the question how to create inclusive group identities that enable 
successful cooperation among cultural minority and majority members. I 
address this question by longitudinally investigating identity processes in 
groups with low to high levels of cultural diversity. Specifically, I use real-life, 
interactive work groups as a natural lab to examine how group processes 
unfold as members cooperate on meaningful and demanding tasks. 
In the first part of my dissertation, I investigated emergent identities 
in groups with varying degrees of cultural diversity. Applying a social identity 
approach to the processes of social influence and value convergence, my first 
study showed that group members created a shared identity over time by 
negotiating common values; and that value convergence enhanced group 
identification and performance (chapter 2). A follow-up study in a more 
culturally diverse context tested the limits of value convergence in 
moderately to highly culturally diverse groups. Whereas I replicated value 
convergence in moderately diverse groups, I found no significant value 
convergence in highly diverse groups. Members of such groups did not start 
off with more dissimilar values, but they were less able to influence one 
another’s values towards convergence (chapter 3). Using longitudinal 
network analysis as a more stringent test of social influence, I showed that in 
less diverse groups, values converged, and members were especially 
influenced by members they liked more. In highly diverse groups, there was 
not value convergence. Members did not like each other less, but rather, 
social influence was decoupled from liking, such that members did not align 
their values in spite of positive relations (chapter 4). Together, these findings 
suggest that inclusive group identities would require that cultural differences 
are valued, so that group members from different cultural backgrounds will 
accommodate each other’s values, and will in turn contribute their own 
values to the group. 
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In the second part of my dissertation, I investigated how diversity 
perspectives may create group identities that include both cultural minority 
and majority members; and how group identification may reduce status 
inequalities within diverse groups. Applying a social identity approach to 
research on diversity perspectives and status inequality, I first showed that 
group leaders’ multiculturalism and colorblindness especially affected 
minority group members (chapter 5): Minority members identified less and 
experienced more conflict when group leaders were more colorblind. 
Conversely, they identified more when leaders endorsed multiculturalism 
more. Finally, I showed that members’ group identification longitudinally 
increased their status within diverse groups (and not the other way around), 
regardless of status inequalities between minority and majority members 
(chapter 6).  
To conclude, this dissertation studied emergent group identities in 
interactive groups with different levels of cultural diversity. My longitudinal 
findings suggest that group identities arise from value convergence through 
social influence between group members; and that members of highly diverse 
groups may fail to influence each other towards convergence. Diverse groups 
may construct inclusive group identities and reduce status inequality, 
however, when leaders value cultural differences. 
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Samenvatting 
In organisaties, scholen en vele andere contexten moeten mensen met 
verschillende culturele achtergronden in groep samenwerken aan een 
gemeenschappelijk project. Van daaruit komt de vraag hoe inclusieve 
groepsidentiteiten kunnen gevormd worden die een succesvolle 
samenwerking tussen culturele minderheids- en meerderheidsleden mogelijk 
maken. Ik zoek een antwoord op deze vraag door longitudinaal te gaan kijken 
naar identiteitsprocessen in groepen met weinig tot veel culturele diversiteit. 
Concreet gebruik ik echte, interactieve werkgroepen als een natuurlijk labo 
om na te gaan hoe groepsprocessen evolueren wanneer groepsleden 
samenwerken aan betekenisvolle en veeleisende taken. 
 In het eerste deel van mijn dissertatie bestudeerde ik emergente 
identiteiten in groepen met verschillende gradaties van diversiteit. Door een 
sociale identiteitsbenadering toe te passen op processen van sociale invloed 
en waardenconvergentie toonde ik in een eerste studie dat groepsleden 
doorheen de tijd een gedeelde identiteit creëerden door gemeenschappelijke 
waarden te onderhandelen; en dat deze waardenconvergentie leidde tot 
verhoogde groepsidentificatie en prestaties (hoofdstuk 2). Een vervolgstudie 
in een cultureel meer diverse context testte de grenzen van 
waardenconvergentie in matig tot hoog cultureel diverse groepen. Terwijl ik 
het proces van waardenconvergentie repliceerde in matig diverse groepen, 
vond ik geen significante waardenconvergentie in hoog diverse groepen. 
Leden van die groepen startten niet met sterkere waardenverschillen, maar 
ze bleken minder in staat elkaars waarden te beïnvloeden tot convergentie 
(hoofdstuk 3). Door middel van longitudinale netwerkanalyse als een meer 
stringente test van sociale invloed toonde ik dat leden van matig diverse 
groepen convergeerden in hun waarden en dat ze meer beïnvloed werden 
door leden die ze liever hadden. In hoog diverse groepen was er geen 
waardenconvergentie. Groepsleden hadden elkaar niet minder graag, maar 
sociale invloed bleek losgekoppeld van de mate waarin leden elkaar graag 
hadden, waardoor leden hun waarden niet overeenstemden ondanks het feit 
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dat ze elkaar leuk vonden (hoofdstuk 4). Samen suggereren deze bevindingen 
dat inclusieve groepsidentiteiten vereisen dat culturele verschillen 
gewaardeerd worden, zodat groepsleden met verschillende culturele 
achtergronden elkaars waarden een plaats geven en ook hun eigen waarden 
inbrengen in de groep. 
 In het tweede deel van mijn dissertatie onderzocht ik hoe 
diversiteitsperspectieven groepsidentiteiten kunnen creëren die zowel 
culturele minderheidsleden als meerderheidsleden betrekken; en hoe 
groepsidentificatie mogelijk statusongelijkheden in diverse groepen kan 
reduceren. Door een sociale identiteitsbenadering toe te passen op 
onderzoek rond diversiteitsperspectieven en statusongelijkheid toonde ik 
eerst dat de mate waarin groepsleiders multiculturalisme en kleurenblindheid 
aanhangen vooral een invloed had op minderheidsleden in de groep 
(hoofdstuk 5): Zij identificeerden zich minder met de groep en ervoeren meer 
conflict wanneer hun leider kleurenblindheid aanhing. Omgekeerd 
identificeerden ze zich net meer met de groep wanneer hun leider 
multiculturalisme aanhing. Als laatste toonde ik dat groepsleden die zich 
meer identificeerden met de groep over tijd ook meer status in hun groep 
kregen (en het omgekeerde was niet waar), ongeacht statusongelijkheden 
tussen minderheids- en meerderheidsleden (hoofdstuk 6). 
 Samengevat onderzocht ik in deze dissertatie emergente 
groepsidentiteiten in interactieve groepen met verschillende gradaties van 
culturele diversiteit. Mijn longitudinale bevindingen suggereren dat 
groepsidentiteiten ontstaan vanuit waardenconvergentie wanneer 
groepsleden elkaar beïnvloeden; en dat leden van hoog diverse groepen er 
niet altijd in slagen elkaar te beïnvloeden tot convergentie. Ook vond ik dat 
diverse groepen inclusieve groepsidentiteiten kunnen creëren en mogelijk 
ook statusongelijkheden kunnen reduceren wanneer groepsleiders culturele 
verschillen waarderen.  
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Dankwoord 
 
 
Er was eens... een thesisonderwerp over intergroepsrelaties dat 
interessant klonk, onder begeleiding van prof. Karen Phalet en Joke Meeus. 
Eens begonnen bleek dat onderwerp nog interessanter dan verwacht en 
onder de inspirerende begeleiding van Joke en Karen ontwikkelde ik steeds 
meer interesse voor diversiteit, voor sociale processen tussen en binnen 
groepen en voor onderzoek in het algemeen. Het was dan ook geweldig 
nieuws dat ik daarmee verder kon in een doctoraatsproject. Doorheen de vier 
jaren van mijn doctoraat heb ik een sterk team rond me gehad en die vele 
mensen zou ik hier graag bedanken.  
 Karen, eerst en vooral enorm bedankt aan jou voor de kans die je me 
gegeven hebt om dit doctoraat te starten en voor je warmhartige begeleiding 
doorheen die jaren. Jouw steun en constante vertrouwen in mij en in dit 
doctoraat -ook wanneer ik dat zelf even kwijt was- betekenden erg veel voor 
me. Je hebt me alle vrijheid gegeven om mijn eigen onderzoeksinteresses uit 
te bouwen, maar je was er ook voor raad, feedback en het uitwisselen van 
ideeën. Je daagde me telkens uit om mijn werk te verbeteren. Ik bewonder 
jouw enorme kennis en inzicht, hoe je linken kan leggen tussen verschillende 
stromingen, bevindingen en het dagelijks leven, en hoe je het 
maatschappelijke belang van je onderzoek nooit uit het oog verliest. Ik heb 
erg veel van je geleerd en ik ben heel blij dat we nog een tijd verder zullen 
samenwerken. 
 Ook wil ik Batja en Norbert, mijn co-promotoren, bedanken voor hun 
ideeën en suggesties doorheen de verschillende stadia van mijn onderzoek. 
Dankzij jullie is dit een rijker proefschrift geworden. Norbert, dankje voor je 
toegankelijkheid, hulpvaardigheid en optimisme. Jouw deur stond altijd open 
en een babbel met jouw gaf telkens goede moed om verder te werken. Van 
jou als docent en als collega leerde ik dat theoretische processen kinderspel 
kunnen zijn wanneer iemand ze echt goed kan uitleggen. Je ruime ervaring 
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opende ook deuren in de bedrijfswereld (“Jullie diversiteitsprogramma? Ja, 
daar heb ik ook nog lezingen voor gegeven…”). Batja, dankje voor je openheid 
en interesse op vele vlakken. Ik apprecieer je eerlijke, directe en 
constructieve houding enorm en heb veel van je geleerd over het gaan en 
staan van de academische wereld. Samen met Karen ben je een geweldig 
voorbeeld als gedreven, competente professor die de academia verrijkt als 
vrouw in plaats van te assimileren aan mannelijke professor-prototypes 
(multigenderalisme, of zoiets?). 
 A very warm thank you to all my old and new colleagues at the 
Center for Social and Cultural Psychology: Kaat, Joke, Ellen, Michael, Jozefien, 
Gulseli, Canan, Derya, Bart, Fenella, Arjan, Claudia, Tine, Anneleen, Judit, 
Laura, Alba, Eddy, Vera, Stefanie, Carolien, Joke… It was great to work in such 
a supportive and well-functioning diverse group, in which there was time for 
brainstorms, discussions, feedback, and collaborations as well as support, 
breaks, laughs, and social events. You made the PSI hallway look a lot less 
grey! Kaat, met jou heb ik lief en leed kunnen delen in die 3,5 jaren samen op 
ons kantoortje. Dankje voor alle geweldige momenten en voor je steun en 
vriendschap, die gelukkig niet verloren gaat over landgrenzen heen. Laura, I 
very much enjoy our talks, our breaks, your optimism, and your hiccups. 
Thank you for your help as my paranymph and for your answers to many 
language questions! Ellen, wij deelden geen kantoor (op wat samenhok-
momenten na), maar wel bedrijfsbezoeken, dataverzamelingen, lesgeef-
taken, en veel meer. Dankje voor de vele leuke momenten en voor onze 
ochtendbabbeltjes die mijn dag telkens goed doen beginnen. 
 Tijdens mijn doctoraat heb ik ook de kans gehad om collega’s en 
vrienden te leren kennen uit onderzoeksgroepen buiten Leuven. Hans, 
Juliette en Filip, dankjewel voor de interessante discussies, nieuwe 
invalshoeken en fijne samenwerkingen, die elk een belangrijk onderdeel van 
dit proefschrift geworden zijn. Sabine en Tom, bedankt dat ik twee maanden 
mocht meedraaien in het ISW en in de onderzoeksgroep Sociale Psychologie 
in Groningen. Sabine, dankzij jouw warme en oprechte houding voelde ik me 
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meteen welkom. Ik bewonder jou en je werk, dat bewijst dat je die hoge 
warmte vlot combineert met hoge competentie. Dankjewel aan alle leden van 
het ISW en van Sociale Psychologie in Groningen, die me meteen opnamen in 
de groep. Ik heb met velen onder jullie kunnen praten over mijn en jullie 
onderzoek, wat me een frisse kijk en nieuwe ideeën bezorgde. Speciaal 
bedankt aan Hanneke, Bart, Hedy, Lise, Ruth, Menno en Bibiana die mij ook 
buiten de werkuren de geweldige kanten van de stad ‘waar niets boven gaat’ 
lieten zien. En Jorien, mijn mede-Belg, het was leuk om samen te reflecteren 
over onze “interculturele ervaring” in Groningen. 
 Dankje aan mijn geweldige familie en vrienden. Omdat jullie me de 
nodige ontspanning bezorgden om dit doctoraat tot een goed einde te 
brengen, maar vooral omdat jullie er altijd zijn, in me geloven en me gelukkig 
maken. Weet dat jullie enorm veel voor mij betekenen en dat ik jullie heel 
graag zie. 
 En als laatste maar absoluut niet als minste, dankjewel Pieter. Jouw 
rust, humor en relativeringsvermogen geven me altijd weer de zin en energie 
om verder te gaan. Onze vele dromen samen doen me uitkijken naar een 
toekomst waar nog zo veel avonturen op ons wachten. Als we samen de 
combinatie doctoraat – verbouwen – drukkejobinBrussel – trouwplannen 
aankunnen, kunnen we de wereld aan! Ilyvvmvvltayhasb! Ik kijk ernaar uit om 
u ook officieel mijn ventje te noemen en nog lang en gelukkig 
te leven... 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 
“I know there is strength in the differences between us 
and I know there is comfort where we overlap” 
 
Ani DiFranco, singer-songwriter 
  
.
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Societies are increasingly diverse. At work, at school, in neighbourhood 
committees, in sport teams, and in many other contexts, people interact in 
groups that consist of members from different cultural backgrounds. This is 
not always easy. For instance, an attorney in a culturally diverse law firm 
noted:  
"Diversity means differences in terms of how you see the issues, who you can 
work with, how effective you are, how much you understand what's going 
on... There's not a sense of 'you're just like me’" (in Ely & Thomas, 2001) 
Similarly, after a course project in a culturally diverse group, an engineering 
student commented:  
“Because of its heterogeneity, our group lacked the means to successfully 
carry out this project. We had a lot of difficulty communicating efficiently.” 
Both these quotes illustrate that culturally diverse groups, defined as groups 
in which members differ on the basis of their ethnic-cultural background, may 
experience difficulties in forming a well-functioning group all members may 
identify with. 
 This is confirmed by research that examined effects of cultural 
diversity1 on group functioning (for overviews, see Joshi & Roh, 2009; Milliken 
& Martins, 1996; Moreland, 2013). In this research, there is considerable 
consistency in the finding that cultural diversity has negative effects on social 
group outcomes (such as affective responses, cooperation, and cohesion, 
Moreland, 2013; van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003; van Knippenberg, Haslam, 
& Platow, 2007). For instance, members of culturally diverse groups are less 
attached to their group (Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly, 1992), less committed 
                                                        
1
 Such research not only examines effects of cultural diversity, but also of diversity in 
age, gender, functional background, and many other diversity types. While I 
acknowledge the importance of all these types of diversity and their interplay within 
groups (e.g., Lau & Murnigham, 1998), the focus of my dissertation is on cultural 
diversity as one of the more salient societal divides in European contexts (Foner & 
Alba, 2008) 
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(Riordan & Shore, 1997), and less identified with their group (Chattopadhyay, 
Tluchowska, & George, 2004; Luijters, van der Zee, & Otten, 2008). Moreover, 
they experience more relationship conflict (Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999) 
and think about leaving the group more often (Tsui et al., 1992).  
 Such social difficulties may have important consequences for the 
working of diverse groups, since members’ identification with their group is 
related to several positive outcomes. For instance, members who identify 
more strongly with their group are more willing to contribute to collective 
goals (Ellemers, de Gilder, & van den Heuvel, 1998; Tyler & Blader, 2000), 
more productive (Worchel, Rothgerber, Day, Hart, & Butemeyer, 1998), and 
more willing to put effort in the group even beyond what is expected of them 
(Ouwerkerk, Ellemers, & de Gilder, 1999; van Knippenberg, 2000).  
 In light of the importance of group identification and the potential 
lack thereof in culturally diverse groups, this dissertation has the general goal 
of investigating group identities in culturally diverse groups. More specifically, 
my dissertation consists of two broad parts. In the first part, I take a social 
identity approach to processes of social influence and value convergence. As 
such, I aim to investigate emergent group identities as members influence 
each other’s values towards consensus; and its effects on members’ group 
identification and performance. Moreover, I aim to examine potential 
barriers of this process in groups with high degrees of cultural diversity. In the 
second part, applying a social identity approach to research on diversity 
perspectives and status, my aim is to investigate how diversity perspectives 
may represent a group identity that is inclusive of both cultural minority and 
majority members, enhances cooperation between them, and reduces status 
inequalities. I examine these questions in real-life work groups within a 
university context, which provide a natural lab to follow groups over time 
while they work on a meaningful and demanding task. 
                                                                                            INTRODUCTION   
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1. Becoming a group through value convergence 
In the first part of my dissertation, I aim to investigate processes of emergent 
group identities in groups with varying degrees of cultural diversity. Taking a 
social identity approach to the processes of social influence and value 
convergence, I argue that through interaction, group members negotiate 
shared values as content of an emergent identity.   
1.1. Emergent group identities 
I start from a broad social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), which postulates that people 
divide their world into groups they belong to (‘us’) and groups they do not 
belong to (‘them’). People attach importance to their own groups, because 
group membership provides a social identity that is part of their self-concept 
and self worth. Therefore, people will favour the group they identify with 
over other groups and they will be motivated to enact the group’s values and 
to work on the group’s behalf.  
 Whereas a majority of social identity research has focused on group 
identities derived from pre-existing shared characteristics of group members 
(such as cultural background, gender, or political views), a recent research 
line on emergent group identities has argued that members of interactive 
groups may also construct a shared group identity over time (Postmes, Baray, 
Haslam, Morton, & Swaab, 2006; Postmes, Haslam, & Swaab, 2005). Group 
members communicate their personal values and opinions to the group and 
through consensualisation, group members’ individual contributions may 
converge to create a socially constructed idea of what the group stands for. 
Thus, rather than deriving a common identity from pre-existing similarities, 
group members may create similarities through interactions, which then 
provide the basis for a shared identity.  
 The idea that people create something shared over time is in line 
with different streams of research that all have shown that group members 
influence each other towards consensus, such as research on social influence 
in groups (Sherif, 1936; Turner, 1991) and studies on group norms (Smith & 
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Postmes 2011a) and stereotypes (Haslam, 1997; Haslam, Turner, Oakes, 
McGarty, & Reynolds, 1998; Smith & Postmes, 2011b). These studies 
document how group norms and stereotypes develop through 
communication and (ensuing) consensualisation within groups. In parallel, 
research on socialization shows how new group members come to adopt a 
group’s values or expectations over time (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008; 
Cable & Parsons, 2001; Moreland, Levine, & McMinn, 2001).  
 Both research on emergent group identities and research on 
consensualisation in groups provide a dynamic account of groups, as they 
take into account that group members interact and influence each other over 
time. Groups are more than the sum of its members, rather than just a 
context for individuals or a collection of their members (Haslam, 2004). 
Although there is general consensus on this dynamic nature of groups, 
groups are rarely studied as such. Rather, research on groups has a strong 
focus on ‘group statics’ (Cronin, Weingart, & Todorova, 2011; Moreland, 
Fetterman, Flagg, & Swanenburg, 2009). In light of increasing diversity, a 
dynamic approach to groups may be even more important, because 
members of diverse groups often do not start from pre-existing similarities 
and thus need to create similarities over time to form a group. 
 In my dissertation, I take a dynamic approach to groups by examining 
how group identities are formed over time in real-life, interactive groups. I 
aim to contribute to research on emergent group identities by shifting from 
social identity researchers’ focus on members’ identification with often large, 
existing groups, to studying the processes of emergent identities in smaller, 
newly formed groups. Moreover, I link research on consensualisation to 
research on social identities to argue that group members converge to a 
shared representation of their group identity. Extending research on social 
influence and convergence, I will also examine how value convergence 
affects group functioning. 
                                                                                            INTRODUCTION   
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1.2. Shared values as content of group identities 
Drawing on theoretical work on group identities and group cultures as well as 
on empirical research on the importance of value fit in groups, I argue that 
values provide meaningful content to emergent group identities. In line with 
Schwartz’ (1992; 2006) general motivational theory of values, I define values 
as personal goal orientations which direct group members’ perceptions, 
attitudes, and behaviours towards desired actions and outcomes.  
 Theoretically, several researchers have argued that shared values are 
an important part of a group’s identity or culture (Ashforth et al., 2008; 
Haslam, 2004; Schein, 1990). In order to be a successful group, members 
need to reach agreement on what they as a group stand for and coordinate 
their action towards group goals (Haslam, 2004). Shared values provide such 
a common understanding, since they indicate what group members 
collectively find important, and thus to what they want to allocate time and 
effort. As such, values serve as guidelines for coordinated action by group 
members (Eggins, Reynolds, & Haslam, 2003; Haslam, Eggins, & Reynolds, 
2003).  
 Empirically, value fit has been reliably associated with a range of 
positive outcomes. Studies focusing on values as stable dispositions have 
shown that value fit increases group satisfaction and commitment, reduces 
conflict and turnover, and leads to better performance (Adkins, Ravlin, & 
Meglino, 1996; Jehn, Chadwick, & Thatcher, 1997; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 
1999). While these studies have shown the importance of value fit in groups, 
they do not provide insight in how group members achieve value fit. As 
Herbst and Houmanfar (2009, p.53) point out, ‘people wishing to apply these 
findings are left with modifying their hiring practices as the only course for 
intervention’.  
In contrast with the predominant view of values as stable and general 
person characteristics, I aim to extend the research on value fit by 
foregrounding the interdependent and temporal nature of values as 
emergent properties at the group level. This approach is consistent with 
CHAPTER 1    
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Sherif’s (1936) early observation that “social values come into existence as a 
consequence of the contact of individuals or groups of individuals. In their 
turn, social values which have been so standardised as to reach the status of a 
common property of the group, may form or even standardize common 
attitudes, likes and dislikes, aversions, and preferences in the individual 
members of the group.” (p. 113). In accordance with a dynamic approach to 
groups and values, I shift focus from ‘value fit’ – or the similarity of group 
members’ values – towards value convergence – or the ongoing process of 
goal coordination through social interaction between group members. 
 Moreover, by connecting research on value fit to social identity 
research, I will study how shared values are an important part of group 
identities. Although it has often been argued that shared values constitute 
group identities, to date, this link has never been subject to empirical study. 
The current research will fill this gap. 
1.3. Value convergence in culturally diverse groups 
After putting forward value convergence as a process of emergent group 
identities, I will test to what extent this process will generalise to culturally 
diverse contexts. I will also examine potential barriers for such processes in 
culturally diverse groups. Until now, research on the process of group 
formation in diverse groups is scarce. In fact, while research on group 
diversity has a strong body of work on effects of diversity, we still know very 
little about the processes behind these effects (Moreland, 2013), a gap of 
knowledge often referred to as ‘the black box of diversity’ (Lawrence, 1997). I 
want to ‘look into this black box’ by examining value convergence processes 
in culturally diverse groups.  
 Members of culturally diverse groups do not start with a shared 
cultural background that provides a sense of communality. As one manager 
notes: “The challenge is to see beyond the diversified elements such as 
different cultures and background, and to search for similarities and common 
values. And that process is necessary so as to help to build up the base of trust 
                                                                                            INTRODUCTION   
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to call for more effective ways of communication” (online commentary on an 
article about ‘Collaborating across cultures’). However, there are different 
potential barriers that may make it difficult for members of culturally diverse 
groups to influence each other’s values towards consensus.  
 One barrier is that in such groups, compared to groups that are less 
diverse, there might be a wider range of different values to begin with (e.g., 
Jehn et al., 1997). This may be disruptive, given that conflicts in terms of 
values cause people to take the conflict more personally and to perceive less 
common ground than other types of conflict (Kouzakova, Ellemers, Harinck, & 
Scheepers, 2012). Since values have a strong impact on people’s perceptions, 
attributions, and behaviours (Schwartz, 1992), they may affect the extent to 
which group members are able to understand and influence each other. For 
instance, Gelfand, Kuhn, and Radhakrishnan (1996) found that differences in 
cultural values made employees more uncertain in predicting each other’s 
behaviour and also negatively affected the quality of their interactions.  
 A second barrier is that it may be more difficult for members of 
culturally diverse groups to like each other and have positive contact. As 
explained above, people typically use salient features to categorize 
themselves and other people into groups (Turner et al., 1987). Hence, 
perceived differences between group members may provide a basis for group 
members to create ‘us’ versus ‘them’ distinctions. This may lead to the 
emergence of stereotypes and to ingroup favouritism: people tend to like and 
trust ingroup members more than outgroup members. Although ingroup 
favouritism helps people to maintain a positive social identity, it is also likely 
to make them less susceptible to the influence of those who are perceived to 
be different (e.g., Volpato, Maass, Mucchi-Faina, & Vitti, 1990). Moreover, 
social categorization processes reduce the likelihood of those who are 
different to express their views and hence to exert influence. For example, 
there is evidence that in multicultural groups, minority members make fewer 
influence attempts (e.g., Kirchmeijer, 1993). Hence, this may also decrease 
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the likelihood that members in culturally diverse groups converge in their 
values. 
 Similarly, at an interpersonal level, the similarity-attraction paradigm 
(Byrne, 1971) states that actual or perceived differences between people may 
decrease interpersonal attraction and liking. This is because dissimilarities are 
likely to negatively affect people’s self-concept and to make them uncertain 
and anxious (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 1985). To reduce this anxiety, people 
avoid communicating with those who hold opinions and views differing from 
their own (e.g., Plant & Devine, 2003; Towles-Schwen & Fazio, 2003), or they 
respond negatively to interactions with them (e.g., Spencer-Rodgers & 
McGovern, 2002). In this regard, Pelled, Ledford, and Mohrman (1999) found 
that individuals who were more dissimilar from their colleagues were less 
likely to be included. Additionally, Schaafsma (2008) found that perceived 
differences in values inhibited employees of culturally diverse work groups to 
perform their tasks and to develop affective relations.  
 A third potential barrier is that members of culturally diverse groups 
may not be influenced by each other despite positive contact and liking. 
Research indicates that positive intergroup contact may decrease levels of 
prejudice, but it falls short of enabling the active participation and 
accommodation of cultural minorities (Dixon, Durrheim, & Tredoux, 2005; 
2007; Dixon et al., 2010). Indeed, positive contact experiences with minority 
members improve cultural majority members’ intergroup attitudes, but they 
have little effect on the extent to which majority members support policies 
aimed to reduce inequalities between cultural groups (Dixon et al., 2007; 
Jackman & Crane, 1986). Similarly, on the minority side, positive contact was 
found to decrease their awareness of discrimination, and hence, their 
readiness to take action for social change (Dixon et al., 2007; Ellison & 
Powers, 1994; Jost & Banaji, 1995). In small, interactive groups, this implies 
that even when members with different cultural backgrounds like each other, 
they may not develop shared values because they do not recognize others’ 
contributions as valuable to the group. 
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To conclude, in the first part of my dissertation, I aim to investigate emergent 
group identities in groups with varying degrees of cultural diversity. 
Connecting and extending theoretical frameworks of social identity research, 
research on consensualisation, and research on value fit, I first argue that 
group members create a shared identity over time by negotiating common 
values, and that this shared identity will enhance members’ group 
identification and performance. Second, I argue that cultural diversity 
moderates this process such that members of diverse groups experience 
difficulties in aligning their values over time, which may in turn hinder their 
performance. I will look at three potential barriers for culturally diverse 
groups to develop shared values: group members start off with more 
dissimilar values; group members like each other less, or social influence is 
decoupled from liking. 
2. Inclusive identities for cultural minority and majority members 
The potential barriers of emergent group identities for culturally diverse 
groups raise the question how groups may handle diversity such that both 
cultural minority and majority members feel included in the group as well as 
have an equal position in the group. Answers to this question have been 
guided by a number of different perspectives on diversity, as I will outline in 
the second part of my dissertation. 
2.1. Diversity perspectives: colorblindness and multiculturalism 
Diversity perspectives are defined as “shared understandings and 
practices of how [members of different] groups come together or should 
come together, relate to one another, and include or accommodate one 
another in light of the differences associated with group identity” (Plaut, 
2002, p.368). In my dissertation, I will focus on two different diversity 
perspectives: multiculturalism and colorblindness (Plaut, Thomas, & Goren, 
2009; Stevens, Plaut, & Sanchez-Burks, 2008). These two diversity 
perspectives both aim to create a group or environment that is inclusive of 
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cultural minority members as well as cultural majority members, but they do 
this in very different ways. Colorblindness foregrounds equality between all 
people by focusing on similarities and individual merit while ignoring cultural 
differences. Multiculturalism explicitly recognizes cultural differences and 
considers them as a strength and an added value2. As I will outline below, 
colorblindness and multiculturalism may be linked to different social 
categorization models that affect cultural minority and majority members 
differently. 
Colorblindness 
 By emphasizing that all individuals are equal and that cultural differences are 
irrelevant, colorblindness aims to alter group boundaries between cultural 
minority and majority members and to recategorise all members within one 
overarching group, which is referred to as a common ingroup (Gaertner, 
Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993). The following advertisement by 
a financial organization provides an example of colorblindness: “While it’s 
true that our employees are from different cultures, everyone is united in their 
dislike for the lobby painting. Some things are just universal.” By defining a 
common ingroup, colorblindness aims to treat all members equally. However, 
it may have disadvantages for cultural minority members (Dovidio, Gaertner, 
& Saguy, 2007). Although colorblindness states that group differences are 
irrelevant and that all members are equal, there are still persistent 
inequalities between cultural minority and majority members in terms of 
status (i.e., the amount of respect and prominence one has in the eyes of 
others, Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Bendersky & Shah, 2013). 
Generally, people attribute a higher status to cultural majority than cultural 
minority members (e.g., Bunderson, 2003; Plaut, 2010), which gives them 
                                                        
2
 Multiculturalism is very similar to other concepts such as beliefs in the value of 
diversity (van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003), positive diversity attitudes (e.g., 
Sawyerr, Strauss, & Yan, 2005; van Oudenhoven-van der Zee, Paulus, Vos, & 
Parthasarathy, 2009), or a positive diversity climate (Luijters et al., 2008), which all 
refer to the belief that diversity is something valuable. 
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more influence within a group (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003; Wittenbaum & 
Bowman, 2005). Within colorblind environments, such status inequalities are 
ignored and maintained (Plaut, 2002). As a result, the norms and values of 
cultural majority members will predominantly define the common identity 
and they will be imposed on minority members (Mummendey & Wenzel, 
1999). Therefore, colorblindness may provide identity safety for majority 
members, whose identity is represented in the overarching group. Minority 
members, however, may experience identity threat, because they feel that 
their distinct minority identity is denied and they are pressured to assimilate 
to the common identity as defined by majority members (Derks, van Laar, & 
Ellemers, 2007; Markus, Steele, & Steele, 2000).  
Research indeed shows that majority members support 
colorblindness more strongly than minority members (Markus, Steele, & 
Steele, 2000; Ryan, Hunt, Weible, Peterson, & Casas, 2007). Moreover, while 
majority members feel included in an organization that supports 
colorblindness (Vos, Jansen, Otten, Podsiadlowski, & van der Zee, 2013), 
minority members are more prone to feel excluded (Plaut, Garnet, Buffardi, & 
Sanchez-Burks, 2011).  
Multiculturalism 
Multiculturalism recognizes and values differences between members from 
different cultural backgrounds. As such, it foregrounds a group identity in 
which distinct subgroups are valued within an overarching group identity (i.e., 
dual identity, Dovidio et al., 2007; mutual intergroup differentiation, 
Hewstone & Brown, 1986). Such a group identity is put in a metaphor of a 
tapestry in an advertisement by a large telecommunication company: “A 
community is made up of dreams, ideas and hard work. It is a blend of the 
ideals of men and women from diverse backgrounds, like woven threads in a 
colourful tapestry. […] Each new idea inspires us to work and grow within this 
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diverse fabric called community. 3 ” Within multicultural environments, 
minority members will experience identity safety, as their distinct identity is 
valued and protected (Derks et al., 2007). However, multiculturalism may 
threaten majority members’ identity (Verkuyten, 2005). Although 
multiculturalism stresses the value of differences between all group 
members, majority members may perceive the emphasis on the value of 
differences as ‘only for minorities’ and excluding majority members (Plaut et 
al., 2011). 
Indeed, research shows that multiculturalism is supported more 
strongly by cultural minority members than by majority members (Markus et 
al., 2000; Ryan et al., 2007; Verkuyten, 2006) and that minority members 
engage more with their work and feel more included in organizations that 
support multiculturalism (Plaut et al., 2009; Vos et al., 2013). Importantly, 
multiculturalism does not need to be detrimental for majority members. 
Research indicates that multiculturalism works for both minority and majority 
members if it is all-inclusive; that is, if it emphasizes the inclusion of majority 
group members in addition to minority group members (Stevens et al., 2008). 
This ‘all-inclusive multiculturalism’ is in line with the metaphor of a tapestry, 
which is incomplete when any piece is missing.   
2.2. Group leaders’ diversity perspectives 
Bridging research on diversity perspectives with research on leadership, I 
argue that group leaders play an important role in communicating and 
implementing such diversity perspectives within a group.  
From a social identity approach, group leaders are central group 
members who represent and define the group’s identity and norms (Haslam, 
2004). Moreover, they are capable of engaging members to bring this 
definition into practical reality (Reicher & Hopkins, 2003). In culturally diverse 
contexts, this means that group leaders may play an important role in 
                                                        
3
 Courtesy of Hazel Markus for making available her slides on colorblindness and 
multiculturalism. 
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creating a group identity that includes both cultural minority and majority 
members (see also Homan & Jehn, 2010). This is in line with intergroup 
contact research (e.g., Pettigrew, 1998), which has shown that support from 
authorities is an important condition for the successful outcomes of 
intergroup contact, because authorities may create a norm of acceptance. In 
this dissertation, I extend research on diversity perspectives by investigating 
the effects of group leaders’ diversity perspectives on minority and majority 
members’ experience in the group. As such, I contribute to a very recent line 
of research on leadership in culturally diverse groups (Chin, 2010), which –to 
my knowledge- has not yet looked at leaders’ diversity perspectives as 
possible management styles for diverse groups. Moreover, I investigate 
differences in minority and majority members’ responses to their leaders’ 
diversity perspectives. Whereas earlier research has pointed to such 
differences as a future research direction, to date, little research has followed 
this suggestion.  
2.3. Status inequalities between cultural minority and majority 
members 
As argued above, colorblindness ignores status inequalities between cultural 
minority and majority members, and as such, may maintain them. In contrast, 
multiculturalism promotes status equality: an emphasis on the added value of 
diversity implies that a group would be less valuable when it would consist 
only of majority members, which enhances minority members’ status. 
Moreover, when minority members feel included in a group, they can identify 
more strongly with the group. Taking a social identity approach to status 
research, I argue that group identification may also strengthen members’ 
status in the group.  
 As postulated by the social identity approach, members who identify 
more strongly with their group will represent and embody the group’s 
identity more strongly and thus show more behaviour that is appropriate and 
in accordance with the group’s prototype (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Ellemers, 
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Spears, & Doosje, 1997; Haslam, 2004). Several studies have shown that 
group members who are more prototypical of a group have more influence 
on other group members (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Turner, 1991; van 
Knippenberg & Wilke, 1992). Moreover, group members who identify more 
strongly with the group will make more effort on a group’s behalf, even by 
going beyond their job description (Ellemers et al., 1998; van Knippenberg, 
2000). As such, members’ identification with their group signals an intention 
to contribute to the group and invest effort in the group project, which may 
lead to more positive evaluations by other members, whose interests are 
served.  
 Therefore, I argue that group identification enhances members’ 
status in the group. As such, I bridge social identity research with research on 
status to provide a more relational and dynamic view on status research, 
which has mainly focused on individual attributes as status predictors. 
Moreover, I investigate a bidirectional relationship between group 
identification and status, as one may argue that status enhances group 
identification. 
 
To conclude, in the second part of my dissertation, I aim to investigate the 
role of diversity perspectives in creating a group identity that is inclusive of 
cultural minority as well as cultural majority members in diverse groups. 
Applying a social identity approach, I argue that (a) group leaders’ 
endorsement of multiculturalism and colorblindness will differentially affect 
minority and majority group members’ identification as well as their 
experience of conflict within the group; and that (b) group identification will 
increase members’ status in their group, implying that groups’ inclusion of 
both cultural minority and majority members will reduce status inequalities 
between these members.  
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3. Research context 
3.1. Work groups as a natural group research lab 
For this dissertation, I examined my research questions in the context of work 
groups. Work groups are defined as three or more individuals who routinely 
function like a team and are interdependent in their achievement of a 
common goal, usually within organizational or school contexts. This type of 
groups is also referred to as ‘task groups’ (Lickel et al., 2000) or ‘vocational 
groups’ (Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, & Ethier, 1995). While I expect the processes 
and effects outlined above to be valid in other types of groups as well, I 
believe that real-life, interactive work groups are the groups of preference for 
my research questions. First, such groups provide a natural lab in which 
members interact frequently and for a longer period of time on a common 
task that is both meaningful and important to all members. This strengthens 
the ecological validity of my findings as compared to laboratory studies that 
often examine artificial groups that briefly work together on a task that has 
relatively little importance or meaning to them. Second, investigating 
intergroup dynamics within work groups allows me to look at identification 
with the group, conflict between group members, and group performance as 
outcomes of group identity processes. Such outcomes at the intragroup level 
are less often studied when looking at social identity processes than 
commonly studied intergroup-level outcomes such as attitudes towards an 
outgroup (Moreland, Hogg, & Hains, 1994). Third, work contexts provide an 
opportunity to experience diversity for many people who might not interact 
with people from different cultural backgrounds in other contexts. Work 
groups may be a context in which people are especially motivated to ‘make 
diversity work’, because all members want to complete the group’s tasks 
successfully. As such, work groups may provide a setting for positive 
engagement between cultural minority and majority group members, which 
may be a step forward towards improving intergroup relations in other 
contexts as well (Pettigrew 1997; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). 
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3.2. Cultural diversity in European societies 
Importantly, work groups are imbedded in a society with its own history, 
migration trends, and intergroup relations. My research was conducted 
within Belgium as an exemplar of European societies. Over the last decades, 
Europe has become increasingly ethnically and culturally diverse. Migrants, 
refugees, guest workers, and asylum-seekers have left their home countries 
because of economic deprivation, political or ethnic persecution, and 
ecological catastrophes and they have sought entry in European countries 
(Castles & Miller, 1993). Moreover, free movement of European citizens 
within the European Union and the growth of expatriate employment and 
international students have increased diversity even more. Hence, European 
countries consist of immigrants from many different cultural backgrounds 
with many different reasons to migrate, a phenomenon that has been called 
‘the diversification of diversity’ or ‘super-diversity’ (Vertovec, 2007).  For 
instance, in Belgium, 9.8% of the population in 2010 held one of 187 different 
non-Belgian nationalities (FOD Economie, 2010).  
 Given this diversifying stream of immigrants, European countries are 
looking for ways to develop policies to include immigrants and to redefine 
their national identities (Reijerse, Van Acker, Vanbeselaere, Phalet, & Duriez, 
2012). This is not easy, because relations between majority members and 
immigrants are often tense. Many cultural majority members perceive 
immigrants as a threat to ‘their’ society. For instance, a survey in 2007 
indicated that 27% of the Flemish voters perceived immigrants as a threat to 
employment in Belgium and 42% perceived immigrants as a threat to their 
culture and customs (Billiet & Swyngedouw, 2009). Furthermore, public 
discourse commonly represents immigrants as threatening the culture, 
welfare, and safety of the majority group (Van Acker, 2012) and predominant 
images of immigrants as a threat in mass media further reinforce tense 
intergroup relations (Lubbers, Scheepers, & Wester, 1998; Meeussen, Phalet, 
Meeus, Van Acker, Montreuil, & Bourhis, 2012).  
                                                                                            INTRODUCTION   
25 
 
 These threat perceptions make majority group members respond 
with negative attitudes towards immigrants and resistance against diversity 
(Coenders, Lubbers, & Scheepers, 2005; Sniderman, Hagendoorn, & Prior, 
2004). This is illustrated by the rise of extreme-right parties in European 
countries (Lubbers, Gijsberts, & Scheepers, 2002). For instance, in the 2010 
federal election in Belgium, the extreme-right party Vlaams Belang received 
12.44% of the votes. Moreover, support for multicultural policies has had a 
backlash in the last decade (Verkuyten 2007; Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2010). 
In 2010 for instance, the German Chancellor Angela Merkel even publically 
stated that ‘multiculturalism has failed’ (although interestingly, a recent study 
suggests that Germany has never had a real multicultural policy to begin with; 
Guimond et al., 2013) and Yves Leterme, the Belgian Prime Minister at that 
time, publically agreed with this statement. 
 Within this tense intergroup climate, immigrants face status 
inequalities, discrimination, and socio-economic disadvantages in various life 
domains, such as housing, social services, healthcare, school, and work 
(European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2009). Within school 
contexts, research shows persistent gaps between minority and majority 
members’ educational attainment (Baysu & de Valk, 2012; Baysu & Phalet, 
2012; Heath, Rothon, & Kipli, 2008). For instance, Turkish minorities in 
Flanders are more likely to drop out of high school and they are 
underrepresented in higher education (Phalet, Deboosere, & Bastiaenssen, 
2007). In organizational contexts, minority members experience more 
difficulties to enter the labour market as compared to majority members with 
similar educational levels (Bertrand & Mullainathan, 2004) and those who 
obtain a job have less access to higher-level positions (Heath et al., 2008). 
Thus, there is a clear need for research that informs diversity policies aimed 
at eliminating inequalities and improving intergroup relations.   
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3.3. Cultural diversity in work groups 
I investigate work group diversity in terms of ethnic-cultural backgrounds, i.e. 
the context of people’s life experiences as shaped by their and their parents’ 
ethnic group membership, because this is one of the more salient dimensions 
of diversity within the European context (Foner & Alba, 2008). While diversity 
in race and nationality are related concepts, they are less suited within this 
context (cf. Van Acker, 2012). First, the use of the concept of race has a very 
negative connotation in Europe because it holds associations with the 
Holocaust and colonization (Goldberg, 2006). Second, minority group 
members who have the nationality of their country of residence are still 
considered to be immigrants by majority members (e.g., d’Haenens & Bink, 
2007; Meuleman & Billiet, 2003) and they themselves see their ethnic-
cultural group as an important part of their identity (Güngör, Bornstein & 
Phalet, 2012; Güngör, Fleischmann & Phalet 2011). For these reasons, I 
investigate cultural diversity rather than diversity in nationalities or race.  
 In line with previous research (e.g., Podsiadlowski, Gröschke, Kogler, 
Springer, & van der Zee, 2012), I measure cultural backgrounds by looking at 
the country of origin of group members and their parents. I categorize people 
as cultural minority members if they themselves as well as one or both of 
their parents were born outside of Belgium. This implies that group members 
of various cultural backgrounds are all defined as cultural minority members. 
I acknowledge that there can be differences in attitudes towards minority 
members of different backgrounds For instance, European countries could be 
seen as more close to Belgians than non-European countries. However, the 
‘super-diversity’ within my sample did not allow me to differentiate between 
different minority groups. Moreover, people from all countries outside of 
Belgium are commonly considered as ‘foreigners’ by the majority population; 
and this is even true for people from other European countries (Duchesne & 
Frognier, 2008; Smith, 1992).  
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4. Research design and strategies 
4.1. Data sources 
 I collected data for two large longitudinal data sources in 
collaboration with my colleague Ellen Delvaux. We followed real-life, 
interactive work groups over the course of their group projects in two 
settings. 
 First, we followed 68 culturally homogeneous groups of 4 to 6 
psychology students at the University of Leuven (N = 295) throughout a group 
project that lasted 13 weeks. All participants were enrolled in a methodology 
course that required students to work as a group in order to develop, 
conduct, and report two psychological studies on the theme of 
‘sustainability’. The project was a large and important part of the students’ 
curriculum, as it counted for 10% of their yearly grades. Group performance 
was formally reinforced: at the end of this project, students received a grade 
of which 90% was based on the joint end product of their group and 10% on 
their personal contributions. On average, each group member worked on the 
project for 66.68 hours during the 13 weeks of the project, although there 
were large differences (SD = 30.83).  
We followed these groups from the start until the end of their 
assignment, when they handed in their final reports. We invited students to 
participate in exchange for a participation incentive of 10 Euros. The study 
was introduced as a study about ‘group functioning’, without mentioning 
specific hypotheses. It was stressed that participation was voluntary and 
confidential, and that it would have no effect on course grades. Of all 
students enrolled in the course, 90.77% agreed to participate. At four points 
in time throughout the project (following three plenary meetings with general 
instructions from the tutors in weeks 2, 4, and 10; and after handing in their 
reports in week 13), participants completed an online questionnaire in Dutch 
that asked about personal and group characteristics, their behaviour and 
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experiences in the group, and their perception of both social and task-related 
group functioning. 
 Second, we collected data from 33 culturally diverse work groups of 
engineering students at the Université Libre de Bruxelles (N = 232) during a 
six-month joint project. Groups consisted of 5 to 7 members and one leader. 
Group members were first year bachelor students enrolled in a practical, 
interdisciplinary course. Group leaders were first year master students 
enrolled in a leadership course who were assigned to help and guide the 
bachelor students. The course tutor encouraged these leaders to be authentic 
rather than to take a specific leadership style and did not give instructions on 
how to deal with diversity issues. The groups had to design a technical 
prototype that could heat water by means of physical activity (e.g., pedalling, 
rowing). By the end of the project, they had to build such a prototype, write a 
paper on the project, and present their work to a jury. The project was a large 
and important part of the students’ curriculum, as it counted for 6.67% of 
students’ overall grade at the end of the year. Working together was 
important, since all group members received the same grade that was based 
on the joint end product of their group. Group leaders received separate 
grades based on their management skills, such as discussing problems in the 
group, communication skills, and professional attitude. On average, groups 
worked on the project for 121.85 hours, although there were large 
differences (SD = 59.65). 
 We investigated these groups from the start of the project until the 
end of their assignment, six months later. At the start of the project, students 
were told that our research aim was to investigate ‘group functioning’ (no 
specific hypotheses were mentioned) and they were invited to participate. 
Participation was voluntary and without incentive, except for thank-you-
cookies we baked at the end of the project and a lottery in which one group 
was drawn, and received cinema tickets. We stressed that students’ decision 
to participate would have no effect on their course grades, and that all 
answers would be kept confidential. Ninety-seven percent of the students 
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agreed to participate and filled out an informed consent. At three points in 
time, participants completed a paper questionnaire in French. The first 
questionnaire was administered in week 7 of the group project, the second 
questionnaire in week 21, and the third questionnaire in week 25, when the 
project was finished. The time interval between the first and the second 
questionnaire (14 weeks) was longer than the time interval between the 
second and the third questionnaire (4 weeks), because during the first 
interval, the project was on hold for 7 weeks due to exams and holidays. 
Questionnaires asked about personal and group characteristics, behaviour 
and experiences in the group, relations between group members, and 
perceptions of social and task-related group functioning. Moreover, we were 
able to link those data to the formal grades that groups received from an 
external jury.  
 The design of these research projects has two large advantages. First, 
questioning group members several times over the course of their project 
allows me to study dynamic processes as they unfold over time. The 
longitudinal character of these studies also strengthens the internal validity of 
my findings, because it allows me to investigate the causal direction or bi-
directionality of relations between two variables. Second, by collecting data 
from all members of a group, I am able to look at self-reports as well as other-
reports to investigate influence effects between group members and 
between group members and their leaders. Because I use independent 
measures rated by other members themselves rather than a member’s 
perception of the other members in his or her group, I am able to exclude 
common method bias or social projection as alternative explanations of the 
effects under study. 
4.2. Data analyses  
I analyze the data with several statistical techniques that are suitable for 
hierarchically structured data, since measurements at different points in time 
are nested within students, and students are nested within the groups. 
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Multilevel analyses (Hox, 2002) do not assume observations to be 
independent, but rather take into account clustering within the data. With 
these analyses, it is also possible to test for effects between group-level 
variables (e.g., leaders’ diversity perspectives) and individual-level variables 
(e.g., members’ experience in the group). By means of fully cross-lagged 
multilevel structural equation modelling (Farrell, 1994), I investigate social 
influence effects by testing whether a group member influences other group 
members’ values over time and conversely, whether other members 
influence his or her values over time. Longitudinal social network analyses 
(Snijders, 1996; 2001) allow me to study such social influence effects in a 
more stringent way, as they investigate how values spread throughout the 
groups by looking at influence effects through dyadic relations between 
group members. Moreover, such analyses estimate influence effects while 
controlling for selection effects and covariates. With multilevel polynomial 
regression analyses (Edwards, 1994; Edwards & Cable, 2009; Edwards & 
Parry, 1993), I examine how a fit or misfit between a member’s values and 
those of the other members affect his or her experience in the group.  
4.3. Constructs and measures  
Studying the process of value convergence, I expect that group members will 
especially converge in values that are relevant and important to their group. 
As I examine value convergence within work groups, my focus is on two types 
of values that are especially relevant within work group contexts and hence 
especially likely to be central in the group’s identity: achievement values and 
relational values. Achievement values refer to group members’ goal 
orientation towards competence and successful performance (Schwartz, 
2006). These values are important for work groups, since performance goals 
and outcomes are defining characteristics of such groups (Lickel et al., 2000; 
Spencer-Rodgers, Hamilton, & Sherman, 2007). Relational values refer to 
values that emphasize social relations between group members, such as 
loyalty and helpfulness. These values are important in work groups, since 
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members of work groups depend on each other, and they need to work 
together to successfully complete their goals. Moreover, these values may be 
even more important in culturally diverse work groups, where the social 
relationships between group members are often hampered (Moreland, 2013; 
van Knippenberg et al., 2007). In other types of groups, it is possible that 
different types of values will be defining of the group’s identity. For instance, 
in groups of friends, hedonistic values (i.e., values that emphasize pleasure 
and gratification; Schwartz, 2006) may be more central to the group’s identity 
than achievement values. 
 I use several outcome measures as indicators of how group members 
work together and perform their tasks (i.e., social and task-related group 
functioning or success). More specifically, I look at task conflict and relational 
conflict between group members (interpersonal or emotional tensions and 
conflicting ideas, goals, or decisions, respectively; Jehn, 1995) as indicators of 
a failure to cooperate between group members and I examine perceived or 
actual group performance as indicators of successful cooperation. In addition, 
I look at members’ group identification and their group disidentification. I 
focus on two aspects of group identification: attachment and self-
categorization (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Ellemers, 
Kortekaas, & Ouwerkerk, 1999). Attachment is an affective component of 
group identification that refers to members’ emotional involvement with 
their group. Self-categorization is a cognitive component of group 
identification that refers to the extent to which people categorise themselves 
as a member of the group. I also investigate members’ group 
disidentification, which is not necessarily the opposite of group identification. 
Low identification implies that a member is not strongly connected to the 
group, whereas disidentification implies a negative reaction of distancing 
oneself from the group (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; Verkuyten & Yildiz, 2007). 
When testing different research questions based on the same data source, I 
make sure that dependent measures of group (dis)identification do not 
overlap. However, I do test and indicate to what extent each manuscripts’ 
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findings are replicated with the other available measures of group 
(dis)identification. 
5. Overview of chapters 
The empirical part of my dissertation is structured around five chapters 
(chapters 2-6) that each address different elements of the research aims 
outlined above. To conclude this dissertation, I then summarize the main 
findings and implications of my research and discuss limitations and future 
directions in chapter 7. Figure 1.1. provides a map of the concepts and 
relations studied in the different empirical chapters that will follow. 
 
 
Figure 1.1. Schematic overview of the empirical chapters in this dissertation 
 
 Chapter 2 takes a social identity approach to the processes of social 
influence and value convergence to study emergent group identities as 
members influence each other’s values towards consensus. It addresses two 
research questions: Do group members influence each other’s values over 
time towards consensus? and Does value convergence enhance group 
identification and (perceived) group performance? I predict that group 
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members will influence each other’s achievement values and that value 
convergence over time will underlie emergent group identification and group 
performance. Using a fully cross-lagged multilevel design with four repeated 
measures in 68 groups (data source 1), I study lagged social influence effects 
between members’ own achievement values and other group members’ 
achievement values. Then, by means of multilevel polynomial regression 
analyses, I test whether convergence between own and other members’ 
achievement values predicts group identification and perceived group 
performance. 
 Chapter 3 addresses the question: Can the process of group 
formation through value convergence be generalized to culturally diverse 
groups? Replicating and extending the study of chapter 2, I expect that 
members in groups that are culturally less diverse will be able to influence 
each other’s achievement values as well as each other’s relational values. 
Based on literature on similarity-attraction and social categorization 
processes, however, I also expect that such a process is less likely to occur in 
groups that are culturally more diverse. To test this, I look at longitudinal data 
of 33 real-life groups (data source 2) and investigate (1) whether high 
diversity groups start off with more variation in their values than low diversity 
groups; (2) how values spread through social influence between group 
members in these groups; and (3) whether groups low and high in cultural 
diversity differ in their performance. This study contributes to research on 
social identity formation by examining the boundary conditions of value 
convergence as a process of group formation. Moreover, it contributes to 
research on group diversity by identifying potential barriers to the effective 
functioning of culturally diverse groups. 
 Chapter 4 follows up on chapters 2 and 3 by further investigating the 
(lack of) value convergence in groups with varying degrees of cultural 
diversity in longitudinal social network analyses. First, it aims to investigate 
social influence effects in further depth by examining the spread of values 
within a group through dyadic liking ties between group members and by 
CHAPTER 1    
34 
 
providing a stringent test of such effects controlled for selection effects and 
covariates. As such, it addresses the question: Do different group members 
influence each other’s values to different degrees? I argue that group 
members will be more likely to adapt their values to other members, to the 
extent that they like them better. Second, chapter 4 aims to further look into 
factors that stand in the way of value convergence in culturally diverse groups 
by addressing the question: What are the barriers for diverse groups to reach 
value consensus? As I argue that values spread through liking ties between 
group members, I test two potential barriers of such social influence effects 
in culturally diverse groups. On the one hand, members of highly diverse 
groups may like each other less than members of low diversity groups. On the 
other hand, members of highly diverse groups may not be influenced by each 
other despite liking. I investigate these processes in 28 real-life groups of 
varying degrees of cultural diversity (data source 2). 
 Chapter 5 bridges research on leadership with research on diversity 
perspectives to investigate the question: How do leaders’ diversity 
perspectives affect cultural minorities’ and majorities’ experiences within their 
group? I expect that minority group members in particular will be affected by 
leaders’ diversity perspectives, given that they are potential targets of 
discrimination, and are thus most sensitive to diversity cues in their 
environment (Purdie-Vaughns, Steele, Davies, Ditlmann, & Randall Crosby, 
2008; Tropp & Bianchi, 2006). More specifically, I expect that minority group 
members will feel more accepted by their group to the extent that their 
leaders endorse multiculturalism, whereas they will distance themselves 
more from their groups as well as experience more relational conflict to the 
extent that their leaders endorse colorblindness. I test these predictions in 29 
culturally diverse groups (data source 2) using independent measures of 
leaders’ diversity perspectives and diversity perspectives of group members 
respectively. We only measured diversity perspectives at the end of the 
project (wave 3), because we did not want to make cultural diversity (more) 
salient during the project. Therefore, I can only test these predictions cross-
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sectionally. However, I also examine the reverse causal relation, such that 
leaders’ diversity perspectives in wave 3 are shaped by group functioning in 
wave 2 as an alternative explanation. This study adds to existing research on 
diversity perspectives by focusing on the key role of group leaders in 
communicating whether cultural diversity is recognized and valued in the 
group. Moreover, I add to research on leadership by articulating leaders’ 
diversity perspectives as a relevant dimension of effective leadership in 
culturally diverse groups.  
 Chapter 6 addresses the question: What factors predict members’ 
status within their group? Based on status research and ensuing inequalities 
between cultural groups in European societies, I expect that cultural minority 
members will receive a lower status within their group than cultural majority 
members. Moreover, by integrating insights from the social identity approach 
with status theories, I propose group identification as a dynamic and 
relational status predictor beyond already known static personal attributes as 
predictors of status. I hypothesize that members who identify more strongly 
with their group will be attributed a higher status in the group. Following 33 
groups during a six-month group project (data source 2), I test the influence 
of group identification, cultural background, gender, leadership, and personal 
abilities on one’s status in the group at the start (wave 1) and at the end of 
the group project (wave 3), as well as on status attainment over time. 
Moreover, I examine the reverse causation, where status predicts group 
identification, as an alternative interpretation. Since wave 2 and wave 3 were 
administered only one month apart and yielded the same results, we do not 
discuss wave 2 within this paper.   
 The chapters in this dissertation were written as stand-alone research 
articles. As a result, they may have some overlap with this introduction, as 
well as with each other. Because the research described in these articles was 
conducted in collaboration with other researchers, any reference to the 
authors is made by the term ‘we’ instead of ‘I’. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper examines the process of group identity formation through social 
interaction in real-life work groups, with a focus on achievement values as 
content of work group identities. Extending research on social identity 
formation, we examined the process of value convergence as group 
members negotiate common group goals. Specifically, we predicted that 
work group members would influence each other’s achievement values and 
that value convergence over time would underlie emergent work group 
identities and work group performance. Using a fully cross-lagged multilevel 
design with four repeated measures in 68 work groups, we find that group 
members’ achievement values converge through mutual social influence. 
Moreover, multilevel polynomial regression analysis reveals that value 
convergence –rather than group members’ initial value fit - longitudinally 
predicts work group identification and performance.  
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Becoming a group:  
Value convergence and emergent work group identities 
In school, at work, in voluntary associations, when taking political action, or 
in other contexts, people work together in groups to achieve common goals. 
The benefits of people’s identification with work groups are well-established 
across various outcomes, ranging from group members’ work satisfaction, 
willingness to contribute to common goals, and organisational citizenship 
behaviour to individual and group productivity (Ellemers et al., 1998; van 
Knippenberg, 2000; Worchel et al., 1998). Less commonly studied is how 
work group members form a shared group identity through joint action and 
interaction.  
 The present paper longitudinally examines how work group identities 
emerge in real-life interactive groups, with a focus on achievement values as 
content of work group identities. We know that value fit is beneficial for work 
group functioning (e.g., Edwards & Cable, 2009). Yet, research on values in 
work groups to date has neglected the process through which group 
members reach a shared sense of what is important in their group. Building 
on research about social influence in groups (Sherif, 1936; Turner, 1991) and 
extending recent research on social identity formation (Postmes et al., 2005; 
2006), we argue that the achievement values of work group members are 
subject to social influence within the group. In a nutshell, as group members 
work together on a group project or task, they will affect each other’s values 
so that individual values will converge over time. We reason that this process 
of value convergence will enable the emergence of a common work group 
identity, which will in turn enhance work group identification and 
performance. 
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Group identity formation 
We propose that a common identity arises from ongoing interactions as 
group members communicate their personal values or views to the group. 
This bottom-up process of identity formation is distinct from more commonly 
studied top-down processes, which derive a common identity from pre-
existing social categories or characteristics of group members (Postmes et al., 
2005; 2006). For example, people who share socio-demographic 
characteristics, such as gender or ethnicity, may self-identify with their 
gender or ethnic group. Similarly, like-minded people may identify with an 
opinion-based group, for instance, in support of human rights or against the 
war on terror (Bliuc, McGarty, Reynolds, & Muntele, 2007; Musgrove & 
McGarty, 2008).  
 The present study builds on research about new or emergent group 
identities originated in group members’ individual contributions or self-
expression (Postmes et al., 2005; 2006; Reicher, 1987). People can become a 
group through consensualisation, i.e., they converge on a shared 
understanding of who they are and what they are about as a group. For 
instance, according to the normative alignment model (Thomas, Mavor, & 
McGarty, 2012; Thomas, McGarty, & Mavor, 2009), opinion-based group 
identities need not to be pre-existing. Rather, they can be formed as 
members “strive to create a coherent and consistent representation of ‘who 
we are and how we think, feel and act’” (Thomas et al., 2009, p.207).  
 Along those lines, a recent series of experiments provides evidence 
for group identity formation when group members are instructed to 
communicate a personal message to the group. For example, group members 
who were invited to self-disclose to other group members, to individually 
design their own part of a group t-shirt, or to exchange their individual 
arguments within a group discussion, identified more strongly with their 
group than group members in a control condition did (Jans, Postmes, & Van 
der Zee, 2012; Swaab, Postmes, & Spears, 2008; Swaab, Postmes, van Beest, 
& Spears, 2007). While these studies show that personal self-expression 
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within a group enhances group identification, they do not measure how 
one’s own self-expression influences other group members. Hence, we 
cannot be sure that group identification increased because individual 
contributions became part of a shared identity. 
 Drawing on early understandings and more recent studies of group 
dynamics in small group research (Arrow, Poole, Henry, Wheelan, & 
Moreland, 2004; Tuckman, 1965), we contend that creating a common group 
identity is more than the sum of individual parts. In line with a notion of 
group identity as enabling coordinated action towards common group goals 
(Haslam, 2004), we argue that group members will coordinate their personal 
values to reach a shared understanding of who they are and where they are 
going as a group. Accordingly, research on ‘group culture’ argues that a set of 
norms and values regarding how things should work and how people should 
behave in a group can be developed by a group and taught to new members 
(Schein, 1990). The present study aims to establish the emergence of a 
common work group identity through this process of value convergence 
between group members. To this end, we used a fully cross-lagged multilevel 
design (Farrell, 1994) with four repeated measures in 68 student work groups 
over 13 weeks.  
From value fit to value convergence 
To be effective as a group, group members try to reach agreement on their 
aspirations as a group and on how they should allocate their time and effort 
(Eggins et al., 2003; Haslam et al., 2003). One function of group identities is 
to coordinate group members’ actions towards group goals (Haslam, 2004). 
Group goals or values are part of the group’s identity (see also Ashforth et al., 
2008) and serve as guidelines for coordinated action by group members. This 
is especially important in work groups, because members depend on each 
other to successfully perform as a group. Therefore, we study values as 
informing the content of work group identities and enabling coordinated 
action in work groups. In line with Schwartz’ (1992; 2006) general 
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motivational theory of values, we define values as personal goal orientations 
which direct group members’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours towards 
desired actions and outcomes in the work group context. Our focus is on 
achievement values specifically, since performance goals and outcomes are 
defining characteristics of work groups (Lickel et al., 2000; Spencer-Rodgers 
et al., 2007). Achievement values refer to group members’ goal orientation 
towards competence and successful performance (Schwartz, 2006).  
 Shared values of work group members have been reliably associated 
with a range of positive outcomes, such as increased group satisfaction and 
group commitment, reduced group conflict and turnover, and better 
performance (Adkins et al., 1996; Jehn et al., 1997; 1999). However, these 
studies do not answer the question how members of work groups achieve 
value fit through social influence on each other’s values, because they treat 
values as stable individual characteristics and hence lack repeated value 
measures. In contrast with the predominant conception of values as stable 
and general person characteristics in most research on values and value fit, 
we foreground the interdependent and temporal nature of values as 
emergent properties at the group level.  Accordingly, we shift focus from 
‘value fit’ – or the similarity of work group members’ personal values as they 
are measured at one point in time – towards value convergence – or the 
ongoing process of goal coordination through social interaction between 
work group members as measured over time.  
 We expect that group members influence each other’s achievement 
values, so that their values will converge. For this reasoning, we build on 
classic research about social influence in groups (Sherif, 1936; Turner, 1991) 
and studies on group norms (Smith & Postmes 2011a) and stereotypes 
(Haslam, 1997; Haslam et al., 1998; Smith & Postmes, 2011b). These studies 
document how group norms and stereotypes develop through 
communication and (ensuing) consensualisation within groups. A parallel line 
of research on socialisation in work groups shows how new employees come 
to adopt organisational values or expectations over time (Ashforth et al., 
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2008; Cable & Parsons, 2001; Moreland et al., 2001). Taken together, this 
research documents how group members reach a consensus over time. Yet, 
this research does not relate group consensus to emergent group identities. 
The present study aims to fill this gap. Specifically, we examine how work 
groups converge on common achievement values as a basis for emergent 
work group identities.  Accordingly, our study has the double aim of 
establishing the process of value convergence through mutual social 
influence between group members, and testing the impact of this value 
convergence on group identity formation. To this end, value convergence 
was longitudinally related to subsequent work group identification by means 
of multilevel polynomial regression analysis (Edwards, 1994). 
Value convergence and emergent group identities: Research 
hypotheses 
This paper combines insights from different strands of research on group 
identity formation, value fit, social influence, and consensualisation in 
groups; and applies these insights to the analysis of value convergence and 
emergent work group identities. Our research aims to test whether (1) work 
group members influence each other’s achievement values, so that their 
values will converge over time, and whether (2a) this value convergence 
underlies the emergence of a common work group identity. As an additional 
aim, we will test whether (2b) this emergent group identity will in turn 
enable work group performance. 
  In a four wave longitudinal design, we follow real-life interactive 
work groups of students from the start until the completion of their joint 
assignment. First, we predict that through interaction, work group members 
will influence each other’s achievement values so that their achievement 
values converge over time. As postulated by models of group development 
(Arrow et al., 2004; Tuckman, 1965), group processes unfold over time 
according to successive stages of group development. Group members first 
get to know each other and the acceptable behaviours within the group (i.e. 
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the ‘forming’ stage). Next, they may go through a period of conflict when 
behavioural standards are violated and (re)negotiated (‘storming’). Finally, 
they will develop truly shared group norms and values (‘norming’), which 
enable group performance (‘performing’). Informed by this temporal 
sequence, our expectation is that value convergence through social influence 
(‘norming’) might be delayed until some time after the start of the work 
groups, when students have had a chance to get to know each other and to 
discover their differences.  
Hypothesis 1 After an initial period of group formation, work group 
members will influence each other’s achievement values, so 
that their values will converge over time. 
 As a second research hypothesis, we predict that this process of 
value convergence will contribute to group members’ subsequent 
identification with the work group. We argue that group identification arises 
from an emergent identity, when group members reach a consensus on what 
is important within the specific work group context. Therefore, we do not 
expect value fit to be related with work group identification, prior to value 
convergence. 
Hypothesis 2a  Only after achievement values have converged, value fit will 
increase work group identification. 
 Moreover, we predict that this emergent work group identity will be 
positively related to (self-reported) work group performance, after 
controlling for prior identification as well as for prior levels of performance. 
This hypothesis is in line with previous findings relating work group 
identification with group productivity (e.g., Worchel et al., 1998). 
Hypothesis 2b  Emergent work group identification will be positively related 
to (self- reported) work group performance even after 
controlling for prior levels of identification and performance. 
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METHOD 
Study procedure 
We tested these hypotheses in a four-wave longitudinal field study that 
followed 68 real-life work groups of 295 students (of whom 83.39% 
participated in all four waves) during a joint course project. All participants 
were enrolled in a methodology course that took place between February 
and May 2011. For this course, groups of four to six students (M = 4.96, SD = 
0.34) were selected through online registration1. This project was a large and 
important part of the students’ curriculum and group performance was 
formally reinforced: at the end of this project, students received a grade of 
which 90% was based on the joint end product of their group and 10% on 
their personal contributions. Our study followed the work groups from the 
start until the end of their assignment, when they handed in their final 
reports. At the start of the project, students were invited to participate in the 
study in exchange for a participation incentive of 10 Euros and were asked 
personal background questions (age, gender, own and parents’ countries of 
birth, and last year’s Grade Point Average) and questions on the composition 
of their group (number of members, pre-existing friendships). At four points 
in time (following three plenary meetings with general instructions from the 
tutors2 in weeks 2, 4, and 10; and after handing in their reports in week 13), 
students completed an online questionnaire where they rated the 
importance of achievement values in the work group context over the last 
                                                        
1
 The online registration of group members implies some self-selection, so that 
friends with similar values may end up in the same group. We asked participants at 
the start if they had one or more friends in the group. Mean amount of friends at the 
start was 1.70 (SD = 1.50). There was no relation between amount of friends at start 
of the work group and own-others’ achievement value fit at subsequent points in 
time. 
2
 The tutors’ role was restricted to three plenary meetings (in weeks 2, 4 and 10) 
where general instructions were given. Since the tutors did not function as group 
leaders, they were not included in the analysis of value convergence within the work 
groups. 
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weeks, as well as their group identification, and their evaluation of the 
group’s performance. 
Participants 
Participants were second year bachelor students of Psychology at the 
University of Leuven, Belgium (Ntime 1 = 286; Ntime 2 =279; Ntime 3 = 266; Ntime 4 
=259; with 246 students who participated in all four waves)3. Their mean age 
was 20.38 (SD = 1.19); 88.2% were women; and 94.3% were born in Belgium. 
Group project 
As part of the group project, every group had to develop, conduct, and report 
two psychological studies on the theme of ‘sustainability’. Students generally 
thought the work for this project was interesting, although working together 
in the group was experienced as difficult at times, and the group task as 
demanding. On average, each group member worked on the project for 
66.68 hours during the 13 weeks of the project, although there were large 
individual differences (SD = 30.83).  
 The group project consisted of different parts. During the first two 
weeks, work group members had to collect relevant literature on the topic of 
sustainability. Then, between week 2 and week 4, the groups had to propose 
two relevant and testable hypotheses. Between week 4 and week 10, the 
groups had to conduct two studies to test their hypotheses; and they had to 
write a first draft of the research reports on their studies and results. 
Between week 10 and week 13, the draft reports were finalized after 
collective feedback from the tutors; and in week 13, the reports were handed 
in for grading. 
                                                        
3
 Since we had four questionnaires, there was missing data at different points in time. 
In total, 246 participants (83.39%) completed all four questionnaires. Analysis with 
listwise deletion yielded the same results as the analysis on all available data 
(available from first author upon request). Analyses with all available data are 
reported throughout this paper. 
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Measures 
Achievement values Participants repeatedly rated the importance of 
achievement values on four items, which were adapted from the Schwartz 
Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992). To indicate their situated value orientation 
within the work group context, they rated how important each item (success, 
capable, efficiency, and responsibility4) had been to them “as a guideline for 
their behaviour within the group over the last (…) weeks” on a scale from 1 
(not at all important) to 5 (very important).  
Work group identification As repeated measures of work group 
identification, we used four items from Ellemers and colleagues (1999): “I 
identify with other members of my group”, “I am like other members of my 
group”, “I dislike being a member of my group” (reverse coded), and “I would 
rather belong to another group” (reverse coded). Participants rated the items 
on a scale from 1 (I totally disagree) to 5 (I totally agree). 
Self-reported group performance Self-reported group performance 
was measured at different points in time by three questions: “How do you 
evaluate the quality of your group’s work?”, rated from 1 (‘not good at all’) to 
5 (‘very good’); “How satisfied are you with your group’s work?” from 1 (‘not 
satisfied at all) to 5 (‘very satisfied’); and “Which grade do you expect to 
receive for this project?”, up to a maximum of 20 grade points. Expected 
grades were recoded into a five-point scale so that all three indicators of 
group performance had equal weights in a composite index of self-reported 
group performance. 
                                                        
4
 Schwartz subsumed ‘efficient’ and ‘capable’ under one double-barrelled value item. 
In our work group context, we take them apart because they have clearly distinct and 
equally relevant meanings of practical respectively analytical competence. We did 
not select Schwartz’ values ‘ambitious’ and ‘influential’ because they represent a 
competitive side of achievement motivation which is less relevant in an educational 
context of cooperative learning (Ames, 1984). Finally, while ‘responsibility’ is not 
originally an achievement item in Schwartz’ questionnaire, taking responsibility for 
the group project has a clear achievement connotation in a work group context. 
Accordingly, factor analyses showed that all four items loaded on one factor at the 
four measurement points. This factor explained 44.24 to 58.08% of the variance. 
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Table 2.1 provides an overview of means, standard deviations, and 
Cronbach’s alphas of these measures at different time points. 
 
Table 2.1 
Means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alphas of repeated measures at 
different time points5 
 
 
  
                                                        
5
 Internal consistency coefficients of achievement values vary over time with some 
Cronbach’s alphas falling below 0.70. Yet, Schwartz’ value measures often fall short of 
conventional criteria of internal consistency, because they are designed to prioritize 
coverage over consistency: “value measures cover heterogeneous aspects of broad 
value constructs, rather than more homogeneous aspects of a narrowly defined 
construct” (Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, & Harris, 2001, p. 532). More 
importantly, factor analysis across four time points yields the same factor, which 
explains 44.24 to 58.08% of the variance. Stability coefficients for own achievement 
values in fully cross-lagged models range from .49 to .52, p < .001 (see Figure 2.1). 
M  (SD) α M  (SD) α M  (SD) α M  (SD) α
Achievement values 4.35 (0.41) .58 4.34 (0.47) .72 4.37 (0.46) .69 4.37 (0.48) .75
Group identification 3.72 (0.73) .74 3.64 (0.82) .82 3.51 (0.84) .77
Group performance 3.44 (0.57) .78 3.52 (0.56) .79
Week 2 Week 4 Week 10 Week 13
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Analyses 
In order to test our first hypothesis, we modelled social influence processes 
within work groups in two directions: we estimated the lagged effect of one’s 
own values on other group members’ values as well as the lagged effect of 
other group members’ values on one’s own values. To estimate lagged 
effects in both directions, we specified a fully cross-lagged multilevel 
structural equation model (Farrell, 1994), taking into account the non-
independence of observations within groups (Hox, 2002). Specifically, the 
social influence of other group members on participants’ own values is tested 
as the lagged effect of others’ average achievement values at time i on 
participants’ personal achievement values at time i+1, controlled for their 
personal achievement values at time i. Similarly, participants’ social influence 
on other group members’ is tested as the lagged effect of their personal 
achievement values at time i on others’ average achievement values at time 
i+1, controlled for the average of others’ achievement values at time i. In the 
presence of significant variance at the group level, we estimate a two-level 
model that specifies both personal and other group members’ values at the 
individual level, while controlling for the clustering of values within work 
groups at the group level.   
 Our second hypothesis (2a) concerns the effect of value fit between 
personal and other group members’ achievement values at time i on work 
group identification at time i+1. To test this effect, we used multilevel 
polynomial regression analyses. The polynomial regression model overcomes 
various problems with the use of difference scores in the analysis of (value) 
fit effects between people and their group or organisation (Edwards, 1994; 
Edwards & Cable, 2009; Edwards & Parry, 1993). Applying polynomial 
regression analysis to our measures, we tested the main effects of own 
achievement values, other members’ achievement values, their interaction 
effect, and their quadratic terms as predictors of work group identification. 
Thus, the following regression equation was estimated, controlling for 
clustering at the group level: 
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ID = b0 + b1 Own Ach + b2 Other Ach + b3 Own Ach
2 + b4 Other Ach
2+ b5 Own 
Ach x Other Ach + e  
In this equation, ID refers to identification with the work group, Own Ach to 
members’ achievement values, and Other Ach to the mean achievement 
values of other group members (with both value measures centred around 
the midpoint of the scale).  
 Finally, (2b) the association of work group identification with self-
report measures of work group performance was examined by way of 
multilevel analysis with self-reported work group performance in week 13 as 
a dependent variable, identification with the work group in week 13 as a 
predictor, and with work group identification in week 10, self-reported work 
group performance in week 10, and a prior individual performance measure 
(students’ GPA of last year) as control variables. 
RESULTS 
Multilevel decomposition of the variance in achievement values showed not 
only significant variance at the individual level (34.46%, z = 7.10, p < 0.001), 
but also at the time level (56.29%, z = 19.17, p < 0.001) and at the group level 
(9.25%, z = 2.38, p = 0.017). The fact that most variance was found over time 
confirms the temporal nature of values. Also, significant variance at the 
group level shows that there is some sharing of values within a group. 
Value convergence through social influence between work group members 
Results of the fully cross-lagged analysis of social influence between own and 
other group members’ achievement values are shown in Figure 2.1. The 
formal and informal fit of the final model is good, with χ2(12) = 28.59, p = 
.005; CFI = 0.96, which exceeds the conventional 0.90 criterion (Bentler, 
1990); SRMR = 0.047, which is lower than the criterion of 0.05 (Hu & Bentler, 
1998); and RMSEA = 0.068, which is considered reasonable (Browne & 
Cudeck, 1993). Cross-lagged paths between own and other group members’ 
achievement values become significant between weeks 4 and 10. Other 
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members’ achievement values in week 4 predict own achievement values in 
week 10, controlled for own achievement values in week 4. Vice versa, one’s 
own achievement values in week 4 also predict other members’ achievement 
values in week 10, controlled for other members’ achievement values in 
week 4. Thus, in line with our first hypothesis, group members influence each 
other’s achievement values in both directions so that individual members 
exert social influence on, as well as receive influence from, other members. 
Furthermore, mutual social influence between group members did not 
happen right from the start but it was delayed until after an initial period of 
group formation. Thus, no value convergence was observed in the first four 
weeks of the group project, when students were reading the literature and 
deciding on testable hypotheses. Instead, value convergence only took place 
after a relatively long time course, between week 4 and week 10, when they 
had to conduct and report their research. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.1. Fully cross-lagged multi-level model of social influence on own and other’s achievement values in work groups 
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Value convergence and emergent work group identities 
Multilevel polynomial regression analyses revealed that value fit in week 10 
predicted work group identification in week 13 (see Table 2.2). More 
precisely, two effects of values on work group identification were significant. 
First, the more similar one’s achievement values were to the achievement 
values of other group members in week 10 (i.e., the higher value fit), the 
more one identified with the work group in week 13. In addition, there was a 
curvilinear effect of others’ achievement values on work group identification: 
regardless of their own values, participants identified more with their group 
when other members attributed moderate (rather than very low or very 
high) importance to achievement values.  
 As predicted, value fit effects on identification became significant 
between weeks 10 and 13 of the group project, following value convergence 
between weeks 4 and 10. No significant effects of value fit on identification 
were found between weeks 2 and 4, nor between weeks 4 and 10, in the 
time periods preceding value convergence (see Table 2.2). These findings 
suggest that value fit per se does not increase group identification. Since 
group members influenced each other’s values between weeks 4 and 10, the 
overall pattern of findings supports our hypothesis that not initial value fit, 
but only value fit following value convergence enhances group identification.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2.2  
 Effects of achievement value fit (week x) on work group identification (week x+1) in multi-level polynomial regression: 
unstandardised coefficients and standard errors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Work group 
identification week 4
Work group 
identification week 10
Work group 
identification week 13
Intercept       3.33 (0.46)***       3.21 (0.30)***      2.94 (0.27)***
Own achievement values (centered) 0.57 (0.62) 0.24 (0.45) 0.40 (0.47)  
Own achievement values, squared -0.34 (0.25)  -0.22 (0.20)  -0.38 (0.22)   
Other members' achievement values (centered) 0.06 (0.34) 0.21 (0.27) 0.25 (0.28)  
Other members' achievement values, squared  -0.14 (0.11)  0.00 (0.13) -0.23 (0.10)*
Own x Other members' achievement values 0.34 (0.23) 0.15 (0.22)  0.52 (0.22)*
*** p  < .001;  ** p < .01;  * p  < .05
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Emergent work group identification and work group performance 
In line with our final hypothesis, self-reported work group performance in 
week 13 was related to work group identification in week 13 (B = 0.23, SE = 
0.05, p < .001), controlled for students’ past performance (i.e., their self-
reported GPA of last year, (B = 0.03, SE = 0.03, ns.), their self-reported work 
group performance in week 10 (B = 0.48, SE = 0.05, p < .001), their work 
group identification in week 10 (B = -0.06, SE = 0.05, ns.). We conclude that 
work group identification after value convergence, and not earlier 
identification, predicts self-reported work group performance. 
DISCUSSION 
Taken together, our longitudinal findings establish the emergence of work 
group identities through value convergence in real-life interactive work 
groups. We focused on achievement values as content of work group 
identities; and we examined mutual social influence between own and 
others’ achievement values as the process underlying value convergence and 
identity formation. 
To begin with, achievement values varied not only between individuals, but 
also between time points and between groups. Significant time- and group-
level variance implies that values are changing over time and shared within 
groups. This evidence of the dynamic and interdependent nature of values in 
the work group context challenges a predominant concept of values as stable 
and general person characteristics (e.g., Adkins at al., 1996; Jehn et al., 1997; 
1999). 
 Second,  we found that the achievement values of work group 
members converged over time: group members influenced others’ 
achievement values and their own achievement values were simultaneously 
influenced by other members. These findings extend research on group 
identity formation (Postmes et al., 2005; 2006) by examining achievement 
values as content of work group identities and by proposing value 
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convergence through mutual social influence as an underlying process of 
identity formation. Also, our findings add to research on value fit in work 
groups (Edwards & Cable, 2009). While this research showed the benefits of 
shared values within work groups, it fails to elucidate how group members 
achieve value fit over time. 
 Importantly, the process of value convergence through social 
influence only occurred after an initial period of group formation. The finding 
that value convergence occurs after several weeks into a joint work 
assignment resonates with stage models of group development (Arrow et al., 
2004; Tuckman, 1965). Stage models defer the development of group norms 
and values (‘norming’) until after the preceding stages of getting to know 
each other (‘forming’) and group conflict (‘storming’).  
 Third, our findings support a notion of emergent group identity. 
Specifically, group members identified more strongly with their work group 
when their achievement values were more similar to the achievement values 
of other group members (i.e., value fit was higher). This was only true after a 
prolonged process of value convergence, indicating that not initial value fit, 
but value fit after value convergence drives emergent group identities. Taken 
together, our longitudinal findings of value convergence and identity 
formation extend existing research on social influence and group socialisation 
by showing the lagged effect of value convergence on group identification. 
Moreover, identification predicted better self-reported work group 
performance even after controlling for prior performance levels. Again, only 
work group identification after value convergence predicted self-reported 
work group performance, not prior identification. The association between 
identification and (self-reported) performance cannot be explained in terms 
of a group-serving bias among more highly identified members, since there is 
no reason why such a bias would only be found after value convergence. 
 More generally, our research contributes to recent developments 
within a broad Social Identity research tradition (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 
Turner et al., 1987). Complementing a predominant research focus on broad 
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social categories, intergroup relations, and global group evaluations 
respectively, there is an increased interest in interactive groups, intragroup 
processes, and the meaningful content of group identities (Brown, 2000; 
Haslam, 2004). In addition to lab experiments with artificial groups, the 
longitudinal study of real-life work groups is important to find out how 
dynamic group processes unfold over longer time periods (Cronin et al., 
2011; Moreland et al., 2010). In particular, the longitudinal design of our 
study enabled us to uncover the late emergence of work group identities. 
 The present study also has some limitations. We investigated group 
identity formation in work groups of university students. Although these 
groups were working on tasks that were meaningful and important to them, 
further research should replicate these findings in organisational or other 
settings. Also, future studies should ideally go beyond self-report measures 
and incorporate more objective measures of group performance. 
Unfortunately, our university’s privacy regulations prevented us from 
accessing students’ grades as a measure of actual group performance. 
Furthermore, the convergence of achievement values should be replicated 
for other relevant values in a work group context, such as autonomy and 
benevolence values.  
 The present findings also raise new questions. First, different work 
groups may go through different processes of value convergence. For 
example, heterogeneous work groups may experience more difficulty in 
defining a shared group identity than homogenous groups and they may 
even show value divergence between subgroups due to processes of social 
categorisation and differentiation (Turner et al., 1987). At the same time, 
heterogeneous groups may benefit more from an emergent identity, since 
group members cannot derive a common identity from pre-existing 
similarities (Jans et al., 2012). Second, group members may differ in the 
amount of influence they exert on others, so that some group members’ 
values are more influential in the group than others’ values.  For example, 
members with higher social status through leadership, prototypicality or 
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competence may have a disproportionate impact on others (as suggested by 
Moreland, Levine, & Wingert, 1996). Finally, our work groups collaborated 
over a period of 13 weeks. We do not know how emergent work group 
identity is (re)defined over even longer periods of time, for instance in 
response to new tasks or new members, or other events that require a 
renegotiation of shared values within groups.  
 In conclusion, this study shows how work groups construct a 
common group identity over time through the process of value convergence 
between group members. Specifically, work group members influence each 
other’s achievement values as they coordinate their actions towards 
common group goals. This value convergence provides a shared sense of 
what is important within the group, which underlies emergent work group 
identities and work group performance. 
 Achievement values converged only after a prolonged period of 
social interaction within the groups. In today’s globalizing world, where 
rapidly increasing diversity is sometimes seen as a threat to social cohesion, 
our findings carry a practical message: group members’ identification to a 
work group does not depend on how similar their personal values are at the 
outset. What matters is the process of becoming a group as group members 
come to share similar values through ongoing social interactions. In light of 
these findings, the current applied focus on the selection of personnel with 
similar values as the way to achieve value fit (Herbst & Houmanfar, 2009) is 
one-sided. Looking beyond selection, our findings point to the role of team 
building and the socialisation of new team members as tools to achieve 
shared values. Thus, organisations and team leaders may want to go beyond 
the comfort zone of initial value similarity and prior group identification, 
which did not significantly contribute to group performance in our study. 
Instead, they may more effectively help people to become a group by inviting 
them to openly discuss different views of who they are and where they are 
going as a group.  
  
This chapter is based on: Meeussen, L., Schaafsma, J., & Phalet, K. (2013). 
When values (don’t) converge: Cultural diversity and value convergence in 
work Groups. Manuscript submitted for publication. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Research shows that culturally diverse work groups do not always reach their 
full potential compared to homogeneous groups. The present study 
examined the possibility that members of such groups are less able to 
construct shared values, as this may hinder group performance. We followed 
33 real-life work groups over time and investigated how values spread 
through social influence between group members. We found that low and 
high diversity groups started with similar variation in achievement and 
relational values, but the processes in these groups differed. In low diversity 
groups, members developed shared values by influencing each other’s values 
towards consensus. In high diversity groups, however, members did not 
influence each other’s values towards consensus. Low diversity groups also 
performed better than high diversity groups. These findings provide insight 
into boundary conditions of value convergence processes and advance our 
understanding of possible barriers to the functioning of culturally diverse 
work groups. 
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Cultural diversity and value convergence in work groups 
Increasingly, in many organizations around the world, work groups are made 
up of members with culturally diverse backgrounds. This has led to the 
question if diversity in work groups is good or harmful to effective group 
functioning. Research in this regard has provided mixed results. While 
research on the relationship between diversity and group performance has 
yielded mixed findings, there is considerable consistency in the finding that 
diversity negatively affects social processes (Moreland, 2013; van 
Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). For instance, members of culturally diverse 
groups show less attachment to their group (Tsui et al., 1992), lower group 
commitment (Riordan & Shore, 1997), and lower identification with their 
group (Chattopadhyay et al., 2004; Luijters et al., 2008). Moreover, they 
experience more relationship conflict (Pelled et al., 1999) and have higher 
turnover intensions (Tsui et al., 1992). 
 One important reason why culturally diverse groups may experience 
difficulties is that (perceived) differences between their members can make it 
harder for them to reach a shared understanding of what the primary values 
and goals are in the group. Research has demonstrated that if group 
members do not share values, this negatively affects work group processes 
and functioning. For example, Luijters and colleagues (2008) found that 
perceived dissimilarity in cultural values was related to lower identification 
with the work group. In addition, Jehn and colleagues (1999) found that value 
diversity in work groups resulted in more relationship conflict and decreased 
satisfaction, intent to remain, and work group commitment. On the basis of 
their findings, Jehn and colleagues concluded that diversity associated with 
values has the greatest potential for disrupting effective work group 
functioning.  
 It has remained unexplored, however, whether the process of 
constructing shared values is indeed more difficult in groups that are 
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culturally diverse as compared to groups that are culturally more 
homogeneous. The goal of the present study is to address this issue and to 
examine longitudinally whether work groups high and low in cultural 
diversity show different value convergence processes. Following Schwartz 
(1992; 2006), we define values as personal conceptions that guide people’s 
feelings, perceptions, and attitudes and motivate them to pursue goals. We 
expected that members in groups that are culturally less diverse will be able 
to influence each other’s values and will, over time, develop a shared 
understanding of what is important in their group. We also expected, 
however, that such a process is less likely to occur in groups that are 
culturally more diverse.  
Value convergence in culturally homogeneous and diverse work 
groups 
Shared values indicate what group members collectively find important and 
want to allocate time and effort to. This shared understanding can be 
reached through ongoing interactions between members, when they 
communicate their values and influence each other towards consensus (e.g., 
Postmes et al., 2005; 2006). In this way, they construct a shared and coherent 
representation of how one should think, feel, and behave in the group, and 
this enables coordinated action between them to reach common group goals 
(e.g., Schwartz, 1999; Smith & Postmes, 2011a; Turner, 1991). For example, 
Meeussen, Delvaux, and Phalet (2013) found that members of non-diverse 
work groups influenced each other’s achievement values over time towards 
convergence and this, in turn, increased group identification and enhanced 
group performance.  
 In groups that are culturally diverse, however, it may be more 
difficult for members to develop shared values. To begin with, there is likely 
to be a wider range of different values in such groups compared to groups 
that are less diverse, which may affect the extent to which work group 
members are able to understand and influence each other (e.g., Jehn et al., 
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1997; Luijters et al., 2008). For example, Gelfand and colleagues (1996) found 
that differences in cultural values made employees more uncertain in 
predicting each other’s behaviour and also negatively affected the quality of 
their interactions.  
 Even when members of diverse groups do have strong value 
differences at the start of a project, they may experience difficulties in 
aligning their values over time. This may be even more disruptive to their 
functioning, as Meeussen, Delvaux, and colleagues (2013) showed that value 
convergence processes rather than initial value fit impact on work group 
functioning. Perceived differences between members of diverse groups may 
provide a basis for group members to create ‘us’ versus ‘them’ distinctions. 
According to self-categorization theory (Turner, 1982) and social identity 
theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), people typically use salient features to 
categorize themselves and others into groups, and derive part of their self-
concept from the groups or categories they belong to. This can lead to the 
emergence of stereotypes and to ingroup favouritism, and it can make 
people less susceptible to the influence of those who are perceived to be 
different (e.g., Volpato et al., 1990). Moreover, social categorization 
processes may reduce the likelihood of those who are different to express 
their views and hence to exert influence. For example, there is evidence that 
in multicultural task groups, minority members make fewer influence 
attempts (e.g., Kirchmeijer, 1993). Hence, this possibly also decreases the 
likelihood that members in culturally diverse groups converge in their values. 
 Similarly, the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971) states that 
actual or perceived differences between group members decrease 
interpersonal attraction and liking. This is because dissimilarities are likely to 
negatively affect people’s self-concept and to make them uncertain and 
anxious (e.g., Stephan & Stephan, 1985). To reduce this anxiety, people may 
avoid communication with those who hold opinions and views differing from 
their own (e.g., Plant & Devine, 2003; Towles-Schwen & Fazio, 2003), or 
respond negatively to interactions with them (e.g., Spencer-Rodgers & 
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McGovern, 2002). In this regard, Pelled and colleagues (1999) found that 
individuals who were more dissimilar from their colleagues were less likely to 
be included. Additionally, Schaafsma (2008) found that perceived differences 
in values inhibited the development of strong affective ties among 
employees in culturally diverse work groups. These processes may also make 
it harder on members of culturally diverse groups to develop shared values 
within their group.  
The present study 
To our knowledge, the present study is the first to examine processes of 
value convergence in low and high diversity groups. Using a longitudinal 
design, we followed real-life interactive work groups of students during a 
demanding six-month project. In terms of the values that were measured, we 
focused on both achievement values (people’s beliefs regarding performance 
and success) and relational values (people’s beliefs about loyalty and 
equality), since both performing well and social aspects of a group are 
important qualities of work groups (Lickel et al., 2000).  
METHOD 
Participants 
Participants were 232 engineering students at a Belgian university who had 
been assigned to 33 groups of six to eight members (M = 6.24, SD = 0.71). 
They completed two questionnaires (Nwave 1 = 214; Nwave 2 =188)
1. Participants’ 
mean age was 19.41 years (SD = 1.84) and 78.2% were men. In line with 
previous research (e.g., Podsiadlowski et al., 2012), we measured 
participants’ cultural background by asking for their country of birth, as well 
as their parents’ country of birth. Of all participants, 26.9% were cultural 
                                                        
1
 In total, 178 participants (76.72%) completed both questionnaires. Complete case 
analysis yielded the same results as analysis with all available data (analyses available 
from first author). Analyses with all available data are reported throughout this 
paper. 
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minority members, indicating they themselves and at least one of their 
parents were not born in Belgium. Countries of birth varied from countries in 
Africa (e.g., Cameroon, Congo, Morocco), to countries in Asia (e.g., China, 
Iran, Vietnam), Europe (e.g., France, Greece, Spain), and Northern America 
(Canada, USA). 
Procedure 
 Participants took part in a course project that was part of their 
engineering training. Our study investigated the groups from the start of the 
project until the end six months later. At the start, students were informed 
about the study. They were told that the study investigated ‘group 
functioning’ (no specific hypotheses were mentioned) and they were invited 
to participate. It was stressed that participation was voluntary, that it would 
have no effect on course grades, and that all answers would be kept 
confidential. Ninety-seven percent agreed to participate and filled out an 
informed consent. Students completed a questionnaire in week 7 and week 
21 of the group project. Group performance was rated by an external jury in 
week 25, when the project was finished2. 
 Work groups had to design and build a technical devise that could 
heat water by means of physical activity, write a paper on the project, and 
present their work to a jury. The project was an important part of the 
students’ curriculum (6.67% of their yearly credits) and group performance 
was formally reinforced, since groups received a joint grade. The course tutor 
assigned members to groups. Each group consisted of five to seven first year 
                                                        
2
 Students also completed a third questionnaire in week 25. The time interval 
between this measurement and the previous one was only four weeks, however, and 
this is likely to be too short for value convergence to occur. Moreover, convergence 
usually occurs earlier on in a group project. For example, Meeussen and colleagues 
(2013) found value convergence effects between weeks 4 and 10 of a group project, 
but not after this time interval. Therefore, we did not include this third measurement 
in the present paper. We did, however, check whether there were value convergence 
effects between weeks 21 and 25, and found that there were no such effects in 
groups that were either low or high in diversity. 
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bachelor students and one master student assigned to help the bachelor 
students. On average, group members worked on the project for 121.85 
hours, although there were large differences (SD = 59.65). Groups low and 
high in cultural diversity did not differ in the time they spent on the project 
(Mlow = 121.00; Mhigh = 123.08, t(31.94) = 0.16, p = 877). 
Measures 
Cultural diversity in groups Cultural diversity varied across groups, from 
groups with only cultural majority members to groups with four cultural 
minority members. Given that ‘any subgroup requires at least two members 
sharing salient traits’ (Earley & Mosakowski, 2000, p. 28), we defined groups 
with no or one cultural minority member as low diversity groups (n = 17) and 
groups with at least two cultural minority members as high diversity groups 
(n = 16).  
Values  We adapted achievement values and relational values from 
Schwartz’ Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992) to measure value orientations 
within the work group context and at different points in time. Five items 
measured achievement values (success, capable, efficiency, own input, and 
responsibility) and five items measured relational values (helpfulness, 
honesty, social justice, equality, and loyalty 3 ). Participants rated how 
important each value had been to them as a guideline for their behaviour 
within the group during the last weeks, on a scale from 1 (not at all 
important) to 5 (very important). To examine whether a distinction can be 
made between achievement and relational values, we conducted a multilevel 
exploratory factor analysis (Muthén, 1991), which yielded a two-factor 
solution. The items intended to measure achievement values loaded on the 
                                                        
3
 In Schwartz’ value measures, ‘helpfulness’, ‘honesty’, and ‘loyalty’ are benevolence 
values (defined as values concerned for the welfare of close others) and ‘social 
justice’ and ‘equality’ are universalism values (defined as values concerned for the 
welfare of all people). Measured specifically within the work group context, they can 
both be seen as values concerned for the welfare of other group members (as also 
confirmed by the multilevel reliability scores). Therefore, we use all items in one scale 
that we labelled as ‘relational values’.   
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first factor (> .33) and the items intended to measure relational values loaded 
on the second factor (> .34). Table 3.1 provides an overview of means, 
standard deviations, and reliabilities for both types of values at both waves. 
Reliability was assessed by conducting multilevel analyses in which items 
were nested within persons and persons were nested within groups (e.g., 
Nezlek, 2012). 
Group performance Group performance was rated by a jury of four tutors 
(both engineers and educationists). Every group received a grade between 0 
and 20, which was based on how well the group members worked together, 
the group’s paper, and their presentation to the jury (M = 14.52, SD = 1.95). 
 
Table 3.1 
Means, standard deviations and reliabilities of achievement and relational 
values 
 
RESULTS 
Analytic strategy 
We modelled value convergence through social influence within low and high 
diverse work groups in fully cross-lagged multi-group multilevel structural 
equation models (Farrell, 1994) using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998). 
Participants’ own influence on other group members’ values refers to the 
lagged effect of participants’ own values in wave 1 on other group members’ 
values in wave 2, controlled for other members’ values in wave 1. Similarly, 
the influence of other group members’ values on participants’ own values 
refers to the lagged effect of other group members’ values in wave 1 on 
one’s own values in wave 2, controlled for one’s own values in wave 1. By 
Values M  (SD ) α M  (SD ) α M  (SD ) α
Achievement values 4.17 (0.57) .64 4.12 (0.61) .76 4.18 (0.55) .74
Relational values 4.08 (0.62) .68 3.90 (0.64) .66 4.00 (0.69) .78
Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
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means of multi-group analyses, we tested whether low and high diversity 
groups significantly differed in these effects. Given the interdependence of 
members within groups, we used a multilevel model that specifies both 
personal and other group members’ values at the individual level, while 
controlling for the clustering of values within work groups at the group level. 
Convergence in achievement values 
Looking at achievement values, our results indicate that in low diversity 
groups but not in high diversity groups, group members were able to 
influence each other’s values towards convergence. Only for low diversity 
groups, cross-lagged paths between own and other group members’ 
achievement values were significant and positive (Figure 3.1). More 
specifically, other members’ achievement values in wave 1 were positively 
related to own achievement values in wave 2, controlling for own 
achievement values in wave 1. Conversely, one’s own achievement values in 
wave 1 positively predicted other members’ achievement values in wave 2, 
controlling for other members’ achievement values in wave 1. The fit of this 
multi-group multilevel model with different cross-lagged effects for low and 
high diversity groups is very good (see Table 3.2). To examine whether the 
difference between low and high diversity groups in social influence effects 
on achievement values is significant, we estimated a second model that 
restricts the cross-lagged effects to be equal for low and high diversity 
groups. This model fits the data significantly worse, with ∆CFI > 0.01 and 
∆RMSEA > 0.015 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) (see 
Table 3.2). Hence, group members in low diversity but not in high diversity 
groups influenced each other’s achievement values towards convergence. 
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Figure 3.1. Fully cross-lagged multi-group multilevel model of social influence 
on own and other members’ achievement values 
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Table 3.2 
Fit indices of all multi-group multilevel cross-lagged structural equation 
models 
 
 
Convergence in relational values 
Regarding people’s relational values, our results again indicate that group 
members were able to influence each other’s values towards convergence in 
low diversity groups but not in high diversity groups (Figure 3.2). Even more, 
the negative cross-lagged paths in high diversity groups suggest a tendency 
for value divergence rather than convergence, be it that these effects are not 
significant. In low diversity groups, other members’ relational values in wave 
1 influenced own relational values in wave 2, controlling for own relational 
values in wave 1. Vice versa, one’s own relational values in wave 1 were 
positively related to other members’ relational values in wave 2, controlling 
for other members’ relational values in wave 1. The fit of this multi-group 
multilevel model with different cross-lagged effects for low and high diversity 
groups is very good, while a model that restricts the cross-lagged effects to 
be equal for low and high diversity groups fits the data significantly worse 
(∆CFI > 0.01 and ∆RMSEA > 0.015, see Table 3.2). Thus, group members in 
low but not in high diversity groups influenced each other’s relational values 
towards convergence. 
 
CFI SRMR RMSEA
1.00 0.00 0.00
0.86 0.15 0.09
1.00 0.00 0.00
0.87 0.08 0.18
a Free model : di fferent cross-lagged effects  for low and high divers i ty groups
b Restricted model : equal  cross-lagged effects  for low and high divers i ty groups
Good model  fi t: CFI > 0.90 (Bentler, 1990)
RMR & RMSEA < 0.05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1992; Hu & Bentler, 1998)
Model
Achievement values, free model (Figure 1)a
Achievement values, restricted modelb
Relational values, free model (Figure 2)
Relational values, restricted model
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Figure 3.2. Fully cross-lagged multi-group multilevel model of social influence 
on own and other members’ relational values 
 
Do high diversity groups start with more value differences than low 
diversity groups?  
It is possible that the process of norm formation is more difficult for high 
diversity groups because they start the group project with less value 
similarities than low diversity groups. To test this, we examined whether 
members in high diversity groups started the group project with more 
variation in values than low diversity groups. Results show that in wave 1, the 
variation in achievement values within low diversity groups (M = 0.35, SD = 
0.30) does not differ significantly from the variation in achievement values in 
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high diversity groups (M = 0.32, SD = 0.18; t(31) = 0.37, p = .715). Similarly, 
the variation in relational values within low diversity groups at the first wave 
(M = 0.42, SD = 0.34) does not differ significantly from the variation in 
relational values in high diversity groups at Wave 1 (M = 0.34, SD = 0.13; t(31) 
= 0.95, p = .351). Thus, members of high diversity groups do not start the 
project with more value differences than members of low diversity groups. 
Do low and high diversity groups differ in performance? 
Even though the present data structure did not allow us to estimate models 
that predict group performance (a level 2 variable) by cross-lagged paths of 
social influence (estimated effects between two level 1 variables across all 
participants), we did examine whether groups low and high in cultural 
diversity differed in their performance as rated by an external jury. As 
predicted, low diversity groups performed significantly better than high 
diversity groups (Mlow = 15.18, Mhigh = 13.81, t(31) = 2.11, p = 0.043). 
Moreover, this difference remained significant when controlling for 
members’ grade point average of last academic year (t(30) = -2.05, p = .049).  
In sum, low and high diversity groups do not start the project with 
differences in value fit, but they did differ in the process of value 
convergence over time. Members of low diversity groups influence each 
other’s achievement values and relational values towards convergence, while 
there is no value convergence in high diversity groups. Moreover, high 
diversity groups perform significantly worse than low diversity groups, even 
after controlling for members’ grade point average. 
DISCUSSION 
Organizations are becoming increasingly diverse. While research on the 
relationship between diversity and group performance has yielded mixed 
findings, there is considerable consistency in the finding that diversity 
negatively affects social processes (Moreland, 2013; van Knippenberg & 
Haslam, 2003). One important reason why culturally diverse groups may 
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experience difficulties is that they are unable to develop shared values. The 
present study was the first to examine whether culturally diverse groups are 
less likely to influence each other towards value convergence compared to 
groups that are less diverse.  
 Using a longitudinal design, we followed real-life interactive work 
groups of students who collaborate on a demanding task for six months. Our 
data confirm that members of low diversity groups influence each other’s 
achievement and relational values towards consensus. This replicates and 
extends findings by Meeussen, Delvaux, and colleagues (2013), who found 
that members of culturally homogenous work groups converged in their 
achievement values. Our data, however, also establish boundary conditions 
for this process: there was no evidence of social influence in highly diverse 
groups over an extended time period and this failure to reach value 
convergence applied to achievement values as well as relational values. As 
such, our data suggest that the process of value convergence is more difficult 
or may take more time in culturally diverse groups. 
 Low diversity groups also performed significantly better than high 
diversity groups. As our data did not allow us to estimate models that predict 
group performance by cross-lagged paths of within-group social influence, 
we cannot be sure that this difference in performance was caused by 
differences in value convergence. Nevertheless, previous studies have found 
that value convergence or consensus between group members facilitates 
group functioning in terms of group identification, (decreased) conflict, and 
performance (e.g., Jehn et al., 1999; Luijters et al., 2008; Meeussen, Delvaux 
et al., 2013). Moreover, the difference in performance between low and high 
diversity groups remained after controlling for group members’ GPA, 
suggesting that performance differences are due to coordination processes 
within the group rather than competence levels of group members. 
Potential explanations for the moderating role of cultural diversity on the 
process of social influence and value convergence can be derived from a 
social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1982): subgroup 
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formation in diverse groups can give rise to value differentiation rather than 
value convergence. Work group members who come from different cultural 
backgrounds may categorize themselves and others into different subgroups. 
As a consequence, they may accentuate (perceived) value differences 
between subgroups rather than seek value similarity or consensus with other 
work group members (e.g., Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994). Also, 
they may be less inclined to trust and like members of other subgroups, and 
hence be less susceptible to social influence from fellow group members who 
are perceived to be from a different subgroup (e.g., Volpato et al., 1990). 
Indeed, people are less likely to build affective ties with others who differ 
from themselves (e.g., Byrne, 1971; Plant & Devine, 2003; Schaafsma, 2008). 
These less warm affective ties with dissimilar others may hinder social 
influence between group members. Within our sample, groups low and high 
in cultural diversity did not differ in the time they spent on the project, which 
supports the idea that the difference lies in the quality of contact between 
members of diverse groups rather than the quantity of contact.  
 Some researchers have also suggested that work groups high on 
cultural diversity start out with less similar initial values than less diverse 
groups (e.g., Jehn et al., 1997). Our findings, however, do not support this 
idea. Low and high diversity groups in our sample did not differ in value 
similarity at the start of the project, but they did differ in the ability to 
achieve value convergence over time. Thus, even when diverse work groups 
do not start with strongly different pre-existing viewpoints, it seems that 
social influence processes within the group make the difference, as group 
members from different cultural backgrounds seem less effective in 
influencing each other’s values towards consensus.  
 Nevertheless, our findings call for more research on the mechanisms 
behind the lack of value convergence in highly diverse work groups, because 
such insights could further inform interventions aimed at improving the 
functioning of culturally diverse work groups. Moreover, future studies 
should examine how this process of value convergence through social 
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influence differs across settings (i.e., different organizations, different 
countries), as it is likely that value convergence in diverse groups is 
influenced by the social context. For example, when a social setting has a 
multicultural approach emphasizing that different cultural groups can learn 
from each other, group members from different cultural backgrounds may be 
more able to influence each other or they may not need value similarity 
because they perceive differences as an added value (e.g., van Knippenberg 
& Haslam, 2003).  
 In sum, this study demonstrates that groups low and high in cultural 
diversity start with similar value differences, but that members of low 
diversity work groups are able to influence each other’s values towards 
consensus, whereas members in highly diverse groups fail to do so. Given the 
importance of shared values for groups to function well, these findings 
provide an important first step in advancing our understanding of possible 
barriers to the effective functioning of culturally diverse work groups. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
This chapter is based on: Meeussen, L., Agneessens, F., Phalet, K., & Delvaux, 
E. (2013). The spread of values within work groups: A network analysis of 
social influence in groups with low and high cultural diversity. Manuscript in 
preparation. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper focuses on processes of social influence and value convergence in 
interactive work groups. It aims to establish how values spread within groups 
over time, and to identify possible barriers to the spread of values in 
culturally diverse groups. We use three-wave longitudinal data from 28 real-
life interactive work groups low and high on diversity. Longitudinal social 
network analyses revealed that low diversity groups converged on common 
relational values through social influence: over time, group members 
adapted their own values to the values of members they liked; and liking was 
unrelated to prior value similarity. Achievement values also converged over 
time, regardless of who liked whom. In high diversity groups, however, we 
found no significant influence of liked members and no convergence on 
common relational or achievement values. As compared to low diversity 
groups, members of high diversity groups did not like each other less - as 
would be expected from social-identity and similarity-attraction research. 
Rather, liking was dissociated from social influence, suggesting that diverse 
group members did not align their values in spite of positive relations. Our 
findings resonate with recent contact research, which shows that 
interpersonal liking is not sufficient to enable the accommodation of cultural 
diversity. 
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The spread of values 
People achieve common goals by cooperating in groups, be it at work, in 
school, in sports teams, or in other contexts. In order to function well as a 
group, members need shared values that indicate what is appropriate and 
desirable in the group, and that represent what members collectively want to 
allocate time and effort to (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Haslam et al., 2003; 
Schein, 1990; Turner, 1991). Indeed, several studies have demonstrated that 
shared values positively affect group functioning. For instance, value fit in 
work groups results in less relationship conflict, more work group 
commitment, more trust between group members, and higher job 
satisfaction (Edwards & Cable, 2009; Jehn et al., 1999). 
 Investigating emergent group identities through value convergence, a 
recent study showed that members of newly formed interactive work groups 
created shared values over time (Meeussen, Delvaux, & Phalet, 2013). 
Specifically, work group members were found to influence each other’s 
achievement values towards consensus. In turn, value convergence, and not 
initial value fit, appeared to strengthen group identification and to enhance 
group performance. A follow-up study replicated and extended these findings 
for achievement as well as relational values in groups with varying degrees of 
cultural diversity. In line with previous findings, group members in less 
diverse work groups were found to influence each other’s achievement 
values over time. Similarly, they also influenced each other’s relational values 
towards consensus (Meeussen, Schaafsma, & Phalet, 2013).  
Distinguishing highly diverse from less diverse work groups, however, 
this study found that the process of value convergence did not generalize to 
groups high on cultural diversity: In contrast to low diversity groups, 
members of high diversity groups showed no significant value convergence. 
Importantly, members of high diversity groups did not start off with stronger 
value differences than members of low diversity groups. Rather, their values 
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failed to converge over time. The latter finding suggests that the process of 
social influence towards convergence is restricted to low diversity groups and 
does not generalize to high diversity groups. At the same time, high diversity 
groups performed significantly worse on their group task than low diversity 
groups, after controlling for prior differences in members’ academic ability. 
This finding of impaired group performance in a highly diverse work context 
is in line with existing research on the benefits of value fit, and value 
convergence in particular, for group functioning.  
 The current paper follows up on this line of research by using 
longitudinal social network analysis to model the spread of values in 
interactive groups (Snijders, 2001). This analysis enables us to demonstrate in 
a more stringent way the (lack of) value convergence through social influence 
in groups with different levels of cultural diversity. More specifically, this 
paper has two general aims. First, we aim to establish more fully the process 
of social influence in low diversity groups. To this end, we model the spread 
of values within groups through social relations between group members. 
We define social relations by the extent to which group members like each 
other. We argue that group members will especially adapt their own values 
to the values of other members they like (cf. Christakis & Fowler, 2007; de 
Klepper, Sleebos, van de Bunt, & Agneessens, 2009); and we provide a 
stringent test of such social influence effects by separating out selection 
effects (i.e., a tendency to like other members who hold similar values; Klein, 
Lim, Saltz, & Mayer, 2004). Moreover, the models estimate overall trends 
towards value convergence, and they control for a range of structural 
network characteristics as covariates. 
 Second, we aim to identify potential barriers that may stand in the 
way of value convergence in culturally diverse groups by comparing social 
relations and social influence in groups low and high on cultural diversity. If 
values spread because members are influenced by others they like, a lack of 
value convergence in high diversity groups may be due to two hypothetical 
barriers. On the one hand, members of high diversity groups may like each 
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other less than members of low diversity groups. On the other hand, liking 
may be dissociated from social influence, so that members do not adjust 
their own values towards others’ values even if they like these others.  
How values spread in low diversity groups 
Our first aim was to replicate and establish more firmly the process of value 
convergence through social influence within interactive groups. As outlined 
above, previous studies in low diversity contexts have shown that group 
members influence each other’s relational and achievement values over time 
towards convergence (Meeussen, Delvaux, et al., 2013; Meeussen, 
Schaafsma et al., 2013). These studies have looked at social influence by 
estimating the lagged effects of others’ values on a member’s own values, 
and vice versa, of a member’s own values on others’ values in the group. 
They showed that a group member adapts his or her own values to the 
values of other group members; and that his or her own values in turn 
influence others’ values. It seems likely, however, that group members are 
not influenced to the same extent by all other members. Rather, social 
influence will depend on evolving social relations in the group, so that values 
will spread as members relate to specific others within their group. Indeed, it 
has been evidenced that people are particularly influenced by people they 
like. For instance, Christakis and Fowler (2007) show that people have a 
higher chance of becoming obese when they have obese friends. Moreover, 
de Klepper and colleagues (2009) argued that social influence effects along 
liking lines should be even stronger in groups like work groups, where 
cooperation between group members is important and where friendship 
choices are more restricted. These authors showed that people adapted their 
level of discipline (i.e., their compliance with rules and acceptance of 
authority) to the level of discipline of their friends within their group. 
Along those lines, we predict that work group members in low 
diversity groups will adapt their values to the values of other members they 
like. We will test this prediction by means of longitudinal social network 
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analysis: we model how values spread over time within group-based social 
networks and we estimate social influence through interpersonal liking. Such 
analyses allow us to reveal the social dynamics of liking and influence at the 
level of evolving interpersonal relations within groups. Moreover, they 
provide a stringent test of value convergence through social influence as 
distinct from selection effects (i.e., do we like more similar others or do we 
become more similar to others we like?). Finally, the models account for 
inherent selectivity and interdependency in social groups by including a range 
of individual and network characteristics as covariates (see below).  
Why values don’t spread in high diversity groups: less liking or failed 
influence? 
A second aim of this paper was to gain insight in potential barriers that may 
hinder the spread of values in highly diverse groups. To this end, we compare 
liking and social influence in groups low and high on cultural diversity. 
Drawing on different literatures, we look into two distinct hypothetical 
barriers that may hinder value converge in high diversity groups and that 
have different implications for diversity management. 
 A first hypothetical barrier is the possibility that members of high 
diversity groups like each other less than members of low diversity groups. 
Such a barrier is derived from the social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979; Turner et al., 1987) and the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 
1971). The social identity approach postulates that people categorise their 
world into meaningful groups they belong to (‘we’) or not (‘them’). People 
favour groups they belong to over other groups and trust and like members 
of their own subgroup more (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Similarly, at an 
interpersonal level, the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971) states 
that actual or perceived differences between group members reduce 
interpersonal attraction and liking. In diverse groups, differences in cultural 
backgrounds between group members may negatively affect interactions 
between group members (e.g., Spencer-Rodgers & McGovern, 2002). 
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Moreover, members avoid or exclude those who differ from themselves 
(Pelled et al., 1999; Plant & Devine, 2003; Towles-Schwen, & Fazio, 2003). 
Thus, both the social identity approach and the similarity-attraction paradigm 
would predict that in high diversity groups, members like each other less 
than in low diversity groups, because members with different cultural 
backgrounds tend to like each other less than members with similar cultural 
backgrounds. If members are especially influenced by others they like more, 
lower degrees of liking may prevent members of high diversity groups from 
influencing each other’s values towards consensus. 
 A second hypothetical barrier to value convergence in highly diverse 
groups is the possibility that social influence is decoupled from liking. If this is 
the case, members would not be influenced by each other even though they 
like each other. The latter hypothesis derives from current controversies in 
intergroup contact research over the benefits and limits of positive contact in 
intergroup contexts where diversity is not valued. Intergroup contact 
research has foregrounded positive contact between members from 
different cultural backgrounds as a way to improve intergroup relations. 
While positive contact is found to reduce prejudice (Pettigrew & Tropp, 
2006), it falls short of enabling the active participation and accommodation 
of cultural minorities (Dixon et al., 2005; 2007; 2010). Indeed, positive 
contact failed to increase majority support for inclusive policies aimed at 
reducing inequalities between cultural groups (Dixon et al., 2007; Jackman & 
Crane, 1986). Similarly, on the minority side, positive contact was found to 
decrease their awareness of discrimination, and hence, their readiness to 
take action for social change (Dixon et al., 2007; Ellison & Powers, 1994; Jost 
& Banaji, 1995). In small, interactive groups, this implies that even when 
members with different cultural backgrounds like each other, they do not 
develop shared values because they do not recognize others’ contributions as 
valuable to the group.  
 These two hypothetical barriers have different implications for 
interventions aimed at enabling value convergence in diverse groups. If non-
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convergence is coupled with less liking among culturally diverse group 
members, interventions should improve the quality of contact in diverse 
groups (cf. Shelton, 2003). If non-convergence is found in spite of liking 
among diverse group members, interventions should focus on empowering 
members of diverse groups by recognizing their values as valuable 
contributions to the group (cf. Plaut, 2010; Stevens et al., 2008). 
 In sum, this paper investigates the spread of values through social 
influence in a three-wave longitudinal survey study of 28 groups low and high 
on cultural diversity. Earlier research found that group members influenced 
each other’s relational and achievement values towards convergence in less 
diverse groups, yet there was no evidence of value convergence in highly 
diverse groups (Meeussen, Schaafsma et al., 2013). Extending this research, 
the present study adds sociometric data and uses longitudinal social network 
analysis to model the spread of values in low and high diversity groups. In 
low diversity groups, members are expected to especially adapt their values 
to other members they like. In high diversity groups, we argued two 
hypothetical barriers that may account for non-convergence in high diversity 
groups: less liking or a lack of social influence despite liking.  
In line with Meeussen, Schaafsma, and colleagues (2013), we focus 
on two types of values (i.e., personal goal orientations which direct group 
members’ perceptions, attitudes, and behaviours towards desired actions 
and outcomes; Schwartz 1992; 2006), namely relational values (i.e., people’s 
beliefs about loyalty and equality) and achievement values (i.e., people’s 
beliefs regarding performance and success). We look at achievement values 
because performance goals and outcomes are defining characteristics of 
work groups (Lickel et al., 2000; Spencer-Rodgers et al., 2007). Relational 
values are important in work groups because in such groups, members 
depend on each other, and they need to cooperate to successfully complete 
their tasks. 
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METHOD 
Procedure and study context 
Our data are based on a longitudinal field study that followed work groups of 
engineering students and their group leaders during a six-month joint project 
at a Belgian university. During this project, the students had to design and 
build a technical devise that could heat water by means of pedalling or 
rowing, write a paper describing their work, and present their work to an 
external jury. The project was an important part of the student’s curriculum 
and working as a group was formally reinforced since students were graded 
as a group. Participation to the study was voluntary and anonymous, and it 
did not affect course grades. Of all students, 97% agreed to participate. 
Participants filled out a questionnaire at three points in time: the first 
questionnaire was administered after working together for seven weeks; the 
second questionnaire after working together for 21 weeks; and the third 
questionnaire at the end of the project, after working together for 25 weeks1.  
Participants 
To perform longitudinal network analyses, we focus on groups for which 
sufficient data were available. Five groups were excluded from analyses 
because the data of more than two members were (partially) missing2. Thus, 
twenty-eight out of the 33 work groups were included, which consisted of 
five to seven first-year students (M = 6.23, SD = 0.71) and one fourth-year 
student who was assigned as a leader. Group members’ (n = 174) mean age 
was 18.84 (SD = 1.16) and 79.8% were men. Group leaders’ (n = 28) mean age 
was 22.58 (SD = 2.00) and 64.3% were men.  
                                                        
1
 The time interval between the first and the second questionnaire (14 weeks) was 
longer than the time interval between the second and the third questionnaire (4 
weeks) because during the first interval, the project was on hold for seven weeks due 
to exams and holidays. 
2
 A comparison of participants with and without completed data using Little’s (1988) 
Missing Completely at Random-test (χ
2
(85) = 102.49, p = .095) showed that these 
participants did not systematically differ from each other on the variables of interest 
(i.e., relational values, achievement values, and liking ties). 
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Measures 
Cultural diversity We measured participants’ cultural background by 
their and their parents’ country of origin. Defining cultural minorities by 
national origin or ancestry is common in European societies, where cultural 
differences are mainly perceived between a national (rather than racial or 
European) ingroup and non-national outgroups (Duchesne & Frognier, 2008; 
Goldberg, 2006). Participants were defined as cultural minority members if 
they themselves and at least one of their parents were born outside of 
Belgium. Twenty-seven percent of the group members and 32.1% of the 
group leaders were cultural minority members. Their cultural backgrounds 
were very diverse: countries of origin included African (e.g., Cameroon, 
Congo, Morocco), Asian (e.g., China, Iran, Vietnam), European (e.g., France, 
Greece, Spain), and Northern American countries (Canada, USA). Levels of 
cultural diversity varied between groups from none up to four cultural 
minority members. In line with Meeussen, Schaafsma, and colleagues (2013), 
we defined groups with one or no cultural minority member as low on 
diversity (n = 13) and groups with at least two minority members as high on 
cultural diversity (n = 15). 
Liking Liking ties between group members were measured by asking every 
member to rate how well they got along with each other member from 1 
(Not at all) to 5 (Very much). For the network analyses, we dichotomized 
liking ratings such that a liking tie was present when group members 
indicated they liked someone ‘much’ (4) or ‘very much’ (5). A liking tie was 
coded as not present when members indicated ‘not at all’ (1), ‘not really’ (2), 
or ‘neutral’ (3). 
Values Our measures of relational values and achievement values were 
derived from Schwartz’ Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992), adapted to be 
measured in time and in the work group context. Five items measured 
relational values (helpfulness, honesty, social justice, equality, and loyalty) 
and five items measured achievement values (success, capable, efficiency, 
own input, and responsibility). Participants rated how important each value 
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had been to them as a guideline for their behaviour within the group during 
the last weeks, on a scale from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important). 
For the longitudinal network analyses, a member’s relational and 
achievement values were calculated as the sum of all five items. To examine 
whether a distinction can be made between relational and achievement 
values, we conducted a multilevel exploratory factor analysis (Muthén, 
1991), which yielded a two-factor solution in line with our two value types.  
 Table 4.1 provides an overview of means, standard deviations, and 
reliabilities for both types of values at all three waves.  
 
Table 4.1   
Means, standard deviations, and reliability scores for relational and 
achievement values 
 
 
RESULTS 
Analyses 
To study processes of social influence within the work groups, we performed 
longitudinal network analyses using the Simulation Investigation for Empirical 
Network Analysis models (SIENA; cf. Snijders, 1996; 2001; Snijders, van de 
Bunt, & Steglich, 2010). A SIENA model uses the overall dynamics in the data 
to estimate what specified social processes drive change in participants’ 
relational or achievement values and change in their liking of other group 
members over time. These estimations are made by decomposing the 
general change in network relations and values into small steps. During these 
M  (SD ) αa M  (SD ) α M  (SD ) α
Relational values 20.53 (2.98) .67 19.67 (3.06) .66 20.16 (3.30) .76
Achievement values 20.87 (2.89) .67 20.73 (2.99) .75 21.02 (2.76) .75
Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
a We assessed multilevel reliability with items nested in people and people nested in groups 
(e.g., Nezlek, 2012)
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steps, a person either considers deleting or adding an outgoing tie in the 
network, or alternatively, increasing or decreasing his or her commitment to 
relational or achievement values. As a result, SIENA models reveal whether 
group members will sooner adapt their values to the values of other 
members they like. Also, they investigate whether liking ties are formed 
along cultural lines, such that cultural minority and majority members differ 
in the extent to which they send or receive liking ties, or such that group 
members tend to like other members with a similar cultural background. 
Moreover, the model estimates these effects controlled for structural 
network mechanisms, network effects related to gender or leadership, and 
selection effects.  
Table 4.2 provides an overview and description of all effects included 
in our models. The significance of these effects was tested using t-ratios of 
the coefficient estimate divided by the standard error (Snijders, 2001). We 
estimated four separate SIENA models for relational and achievement values 
in low and high diversity groups. 
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Table 4.2   
Overview and description of estimated effects in the longitudinal network 
models 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Nr. Effect Description
1 Constant tie rate (period 1) Is there change in liking ties between wave 1 and wave 2? 
2 Constant tie rate (period 2) Is there change in liking ties between wave 2 and wave 3? 
3 Outdegree (density) Basic tendency to form liking ties
4 Reciprocity  If person B likes person A, does person A also like person B?
5 Transitive triplets If person A likes person B and B likes C, does A like C? 
6 3-cycles If person B likes person C and C likes A, does A like B?
7 Indegree – popularity (sqrt) Tendency to like members who are liked more by others
8 Outdegree – popularity (sqrt)  Tendency to like members who themselves like many others
9 Leader alter Do leaders receive more ties?
10 Leader ego  Do leaders send more ties?
11 Gender alter Do women receive more ties?
12 Gender ego  Do women send more ties?
13 Gender similarity   Are there more ties between members with the same gender?
14 Culture alter Do cultural majority members receive more ties?
15 Culture ego  Do cultural majority members send more ties?
16 Culture similarity   Are there more ties between members with the same cultural background?
17 Value alter Are members with higher values liked more?
18 Value ego Do members with higher values like more others?
19 Value similarity Do members with similar values like each other more?
20 Rate value (period 1)  Is there change in values between wave 1 and wave 2? 
21 Rate value (period 2)  Is there change in values between wave 2 and wave 3? 
22 Behavior value linear shape General tendency of linear value change in the overall network
23 Behavior value quadratic shape General tendency of value convergence/divergence in the overall network
24 Behavior value effect from leader General tendency of value change for leaders
25 Behavior value effect from gender General tendency of value change for women
26 Behavior value effect from culture General tendency of value change for cultural majorities
27 Behavior value outdegree  Do members who like more others have higher values over time?
28 Behavior value average similarity  Do members change their values to the values of members they like more?
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General network effects 
Descriptive statistics 
Table 4.3 summarizes the changes in values and liking for each time interval 
for low and high diversity groups. The ‘Down’ column indicates the number 
of downward changes in values (i.e., members attributing less importance to 
relational or achievement values over time) and the ‘Up’ column indicates 
the number of upward changes in values (i.e., members attributing more 
importance to relational or achievement values over time). Overall, low and 
high diversity groups do not show large differences in their changes in 
relational and achievement values, with one exception: going from wave 1 to 
wave 2, low diversity groups show more upward than downward changes in 
the importance they attach to achievement values, while the reverse is true 
for high diversity groups. 
 The column ‘Distance’ indicates changes in liking as indicated by the 
sum of the amount of ties that have been formed (going from 0 to 1) as well 
as the amount of ties that have been cut off (going from 1 to 0). Low and high 
diversity groups show similar changes in liking ties and overall, there are 
more tie changes going from wave 1 to wave 2 than going from wave 2 to 
wave 3. The Jaccard indices are all well above 0.30, which indicates there is 
sufficient network stability to examine the subsequent observations as a 
gradually changing network (Snijders et al., 2010).  
 
  
                                                                           THE SPREAD OF VALUES 
91 
 
Table 4.3   
Descriptive statistics: changes in values and liking ties 
 
 
 
  
 The results of all four longitudinal social network models are 
summarized in Table 4.4. These results indicate that there is considerable 
change over time in liking ties as well as in relational and achievement values 
for both low diversity and high diversity groups (parameters 1, 2, 20, and 21). 
Moreover, in both types of groups, ties between members tend to be 
reciprocal (parameter 4) and there is significant network closure (parameter 
5). Generally, there are no cyclical tendencies in the networks (parameter 6). 
Also, there is no significant tendency to like group members who are liked by 
more other members (parameter 7), or to like members who themselves like 
more others (parameter 8).   
Down Up Down Up 0 → 0 0 → 1 1 → 0 1 → 1 Distance Jaccard index
Low diversity groups:
wave 1 to wave 2 42 27 33 40 7755 66 55 248 121 0.67
wave 2 to wave 3 32 44 30 34 7732 73 28 309 101 0.75
High diversity groups:
wave 1 to wave 2 52 28 42 31 9045 52 77 253 128 0.66
wave 2 to wave 3 31 37 31 42 9047 75 34 269 109 0.71
Tie change
Achievement 
value change
Relational    
value change
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Table 4.4   
Longitudinal network analyses: estimated effects and standard errors  
 
 
 
  
Nr. Effect
Low diversity 
groups
High diversity 
groups
Low diversity 
groups
High diversity 
groups
1 Constant tie rate (period 1)     3.81 (0.85)***     4.07 (0.70)***     4.54 (0.96)***     3.91 (0.55)*** 
2 Constant tie rate (period 2)     2.80 (0.60)***     2.98 (0.54)***     3.12 (0.59)***     2.92 (0.44)*** 
3 Outdegree (density) -0.68 (1.20)     -0.42 (1.38)     -0.49 (1.09)      -0.45 (0.99)     
4 Reciprocity  1.81 (0.77)*   1.17 (0.53)*      1.86 (0.49)***   1.13 (0.46)*   
5 Transitive triplets     0.62 (0.11)***    0.42 (0.06)***     0.53 (0.08)***     0.44 (0.06)***
6 3-cycles -0.26 (0.37)    -0.34 (0.26)      -0.29 (0.23)     -0.39 (0.25)     
7 Indegree – popularity (sqrt)  0.25 (0.39)   0.20 (0.29)   0.25 (0.33)   0.17 (0.25)   
8 Outdegree – popularity (sqrt)  -1.20 (1.25)    -0.61 (1.01)     -1.09 (0.72)     -0.52 (0.94)    
9 Leader alter 0.21 (0.39)   -0.13 (0.38)     0.17 (0.33)   -0.10 (0.28)    
10 Leader ego  -0.34 (0.42)    -0.10 (0.22)     0.09 (0.28)    -0.06 (0.20)    
11 Gender alter 0.25 (0.37)   0.41 (0.21)   0.39 (0.36)   0.40 (0.23)  
12 Gender ego  -0.34 (0.42)     0.35 (0.20)   -0.12 (0.52)     0.36 (0.21)  
13 Gender similarity   0.00 (0.37)   0.42 (0.23)   0.13 (0.45)   0.45 (0.23)*
14 Culture alter 1.28 (5.34)   0.20 (0.19)   1.86 (3.94)   0.21 (0.18)  
15 Culture ego  0.46 (5.35)  0.20 (0.17)  1.23 (3.86)  0.19 (0.15)  
16 Culture similarity   -0.68 (5.35)    -0.00 (0.17)    -1.35 (3.98)    -0.02 (0.16)    
17 Value alter -0.12 (0.09)    -0.01 (0.04)    -0.06 (0.10)    0.04 (0.05)  
18 Value ego -0.09 (0.07)    -0.00 (0.03)      0.00 (0.12)    0.04 (0.04)  
19 Value similarity 6.46 (3.88)  0.84 (1.17)  -1.06 (1.80)    -2.24 (1.54)    
20 Rate value (period 1)     28.51 (5.86)***   27.06 (11.80)*     41.98 (15.99)**   32.91 (6.35)***  
21 Rate value (period 2)     22.34 (9.57)*          14.77 (2.88)***     8.49 (2.63)**    25.67 (4.28)***  
22 Behavior value linear shape -0.02 (0.08)      -0.08 (0.08)      0.09 (0.08)    -0.02 (0.06)      
23 Behavior value quadratic shape -0.01 (0.01)     -0.01 (0.01)     -0.06 (0.03)*   -0.01 (0.01)     
24 Behavior value effect from leader -0.01 (0.07)      0.14 (0.09)     -0.15 (0.08)     0.03 (0.07)    
25 Behavior value effect from gender -0.04 (0.06)        0.07 (0.08)      0.05 (0.07)    0.04 (0.05)    
26 Behavior value effect from culture -0.04 (0.08)      -0.05 (0.05)      -0.08 (0.10)     -0.04 (0.04)      
27 Behavior value outdegree   0.02 (0.02)     0.02 (0.02)     -0.01 (0.02)     0.02 (0.02)    
28 Behavior value average similarity        3.64 (1.23)**     1.60 (1.28)     -1.54 (1.92)     -0.90 (1.34)      
*** p  < .001;    ** p  < .01;   * p  < .05
Relational values Achievement values
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Covariates: gender and leadership 
We included gender and leadership as individual characteristics (covariates) 
in our models (parameters 9 to 13 and 24 to 25). Overall, tendencies to like 
group members are not dependent on these characteristics, with one 
exception: members of high diversity groups show a tendency to like 
members of their own gender more in the model for achievement values, but 
not in the model for relational values (parameter 13). 
Selection effects 
In order to investigate social influence effects, it is important to take out 
selection effects. There are two possible reasons why group members who 
like each other may hold more similar values: because they adapt their own 
values to the values of other members they like (social influence), or 
alternatively, because they tend to like other members with similar values 
(selection). We find no significant selection effects, however, in low or in high 
diversity groups. It is not the case that group members who attribute more 
importance to relational or achievement values are liked by more other 
members (parameter 17), or that they themselves like more other members 
(parameter 18). Also, there is no tendency for group members with similar 
values to like each other more over time relative to members with less 
similar values (parameter 19).  
Value convergence through social influence in low diversity groups 
We expected that members of low diversity groups would influence each 
other’s relational and achievement values towards convergence, and that 
members would especially be influenced by other members they liked. Thus, 
controlled for the general network effects described above, we now focus on 
the effects of social influence and value convergence within low diversity 
groups. In line with our prediction, we find a significant social influence effect 
through liking for relational values: over time, members adapt their relational 
values to the relational values of other members they like (parameter 28). 
For achievement values, there is an overall network tendency towards 
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convergence on common values, as indicated by the significant negative 
‘quadratic shape’ effect in low diversity groups (parameter 23). Yet, there 
was no evidence of social influence through personal liking. We conclude that 
in low diversity groups, achievement values do converge, yet convergence is 
not channelled through liking ties between group members. 
Barriers against value convergence in high diversity groups 
We then investigated two hypothetical barriers that may account for non-
convergence in high diversity groups: less liking or failed influence. Our first 
hypothesis of less liking in more diverse groups finds no support. We find 
that members of low and high diversity groups do not differ in the extent to 
which they tend to like others (parameter 3). Also, liking is dissociated from 
cultural background, so that positive relations are not organized along 
cultural lines within high diversity groups. Specifically, cultural majority 
members are not liked by more others within their group than minority 
members (parameter 14), and they themselves do not like more other group 
members than minority members (parameter 15). Moreover, it is not the 
case that group members like others with a similar cultural background more 
than others with different cultural backgrounds (parameter 16). Last, value 
change does not happen along cultural lines either, since cultural majority 
and minority members do not differ in their tendency to change the 
importance they attribute to relational or achievement values over time 
(parameter 26). 
 In line with our second hypothesis of failed influence, however, high 
diversity groups differ from low diversity groups only in the absence of 
convergence and social influence effects. Specifically, the non-significant 
quadratic shape effects for relational and for achievement values show that 
in contrast to low diversity groups, there is no evidence of general value 
convergence in high diversity groups (parameter 26). Moreover, we find no 
evidence of social influence through liking: members of high diversity groups 
do not adapt their relational values, or their achievement values, to the 
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members they like more (parameter 28). This suggests that highly diverse 
contexts are uniquely characterized by the dissociation of social influence. 
 In sum, our results first show that, as predicted, members of low 
diversity groups adapt their relational values to the relational values of the 
members they like more. While achievement values do not spread through 
liking ties, we do find evidence of overall convergence on achievement values 
within low diversity groups. Second, we find that low and high diversity 
groups have similarly strong liking networks between group members, and 
we find no evidence of stronger liking ties along cultural lines. However, 
social networks in low and high diversity groups do show differences in social 
influence and value convergence. Specifically, in contrast with low diversity 
groups, high diversity groups do not show evidence of convergence towards 
common relational or achievement values, and social influence seems to be 
decoupled from liking. 
DISCUSSION 
In line with the argument that groups benefit from shared values (Edwards & 
Cable, 2009; Haslam et al., 2003; Schein, 1990; Turner, 1991), recent research 
has shown that members of low diversity groups create shared values over 
time by influencing each other’s values towards convergence (Meeussen, 
Delvaux, et al., 2013). Moreover, preliminary evidence of non-convergence 
together with impaired group functioning in high diversity groups raises the 
question of possible barriers which complicate value convergence among 
group members from different cultural backgrounds (Meeussen, Schaafsma 
et al., 2013). Following up on this line of research, this paper had two general 
aims. First, we aimed to show that within low diversity groups, convergence 
results from social influence between group members so that members 
adapt their values to others they like. Second, comparing liking and influence 
in low and high diversity groups, we aimed to test two hypothetical barriers 
that may complicate value convergence in high diversity groups: members 
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from diverse cultural backgrounds may like each other less, or they may fail 
to influence each other despite liking each other. We addressed both 
research aims by means of longitudinal social network analyses as a stringent 
test of social influence within groups, controlling for selection effects, 
covariates, and structural network mechanisms. 
Value convergence in low diversity groups: influence through liking 
We found that in groups with low levels of cultural diversity, group members 
aligned their relational and achievement values over time. This corroborates 
previous findings of value convergence in low diversity groups (Meeussen, 
Delvaux et al., 2013; Meeussen, Schaafsma et al., 2013). Extending this 
research, we provide a more stringent test of the process of value 
convergence through social influence, because our longitudinal social 
network analyses allowed us to establish social influence at the interpersonal 
level while controlling for selection effects, covariates, and various other 
network tendencies. As predicted, we found that members adapted their 
relational values to the relational values of other members they liked. This is 
in line with research showing that people are influenced by their friends, 
especially in contexts where cooperation is important and friendship choices 
are restricted to members within a group (cf. Christakis & Fowler, 2007; de 
Klepper et al., 2009). 
 Contrary to our predictions, we found no evidence of social influence 
through liking for achievement values. While our findings did show that 
members of low diversity groups converged on common achievement values 
over time, group members did not adapt their achievement values more to 
members they liked. This difference in the spread of relational and 
achievement values within groups suggests that different processes of social 
influence may be at play for different types of values. One possible 
explanation for the lack of social influence through liking for achievement 
values is that all other members may have an equal influence on ones 
achievement values. This could be the case because members depend upon 
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all other group members to successfully complete their project. Therefore, 
members may adjust their ambitions to the achievement values of all other 
members, rather than only to the values of most liked others.  
Also, group members need to know others’ values (communicated 
implicitly or explicitly) in order to be influenced by them. Therefore, it is also 
possible that within the context of work groups, achievement values are 
more easily recognised in other members than relational values. This would 
allow influence from all other members on one’s achievement values, 
whereas members may need more interactions with other members to get to 
know their relational values (and generally, people seek more interactions 
with people they like more).   
 Another possibility is that group members do adapt their 
achievement values to specific group members instead of all other members, 
but these specific members may not be the ones they like most. Indeed, 
while relational values and liking are both related to social aspects of group 
functioning, achievement values reflect performance aspects. Therefore, 
achievement values may be especially influenced by members with relevant 
performance-related characteristics. For instance, group members may 
especially adapt their achievement values to group members who are most 
able or members who contribute most to the project (‘star performers’). 
Conversely, they may especially adapt their achievement values to group 
members who are least able or members who contribute least to the project 
(‘rotten apples’). Of course, these potential explanations would need to be 
tested in future research.  
Barriers to value convergence in high diversity groups: liking without 
influence 
In contrast to low diversity groups, we found no evidence of value 
convergence in groups with higher levels of cultural diversity. This is in line 
with the findings of Meeussen, Schaafsma, and colleagues (2013), who also 
found no effects of social influence towards convergence on relational or 
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achievement values in these groups. Extending this research, our longitudinal 
social network analyses allowed us to look into two distinct hypothetical 
barriers that may hinder the spread of values in high diversity groups: less 
liking or failed influence in spite of liking. Within our sample, we found no 
evidence for the hypothesis that highly diverse groups would develop less 
warm relationships than low diversity groups: members of highly diverse 
groups did not like each other less than members of low diversity groups; and 
liking within diverse groups was not conditional on cultural similarity. We 
conclude that the comparison of low and high diversity groups in our study 
did not support theoretical expectations derived from social-categorization 
and similarity-attraction research, which predict that people from different 
cultural backgrounds will like each other less than people with similar cultural 
backgrounds.  
 Looking beyond liking, however, we found that liking was dissociated 
from social influence in highly diverse groups: even when members liked 
each other, they did not adjust their own relational values to each other. This 
finding resonates with recent research exposing the limitations of positive 
contact in intergroup contexts where diversity is not valued (Dixon et al., 
2005; 2007; 2010). While the experience of positive contact between people 
from different cultural backgrounds was found to reduce prejudice 
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), it did not increase majority support for inclusive 
policies. Moreover, positive contact appeared to reduce awareness of 
disadvantage or discrimination on the side of cultural minorities, and hence 
their willingness to support collective action for social change. In a nutshell, 
social liking does not always come with real social influence so that members 
from different cultural backgrounds may contribute their values to the group. 
Our comparative findings across low and high diversity groups also 
contribute to diversity research in organizations by unravelling the processes 
that are underlying well-documented social costs of diversity (Lawrence, 
1997; Moreland, 2013). Not only do the findings improve our understanding 
of the interplay between cultural diversity and social influence in interactive 
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groups, they also suggest possible ways to improve group functioning in 
culturally diverse groups. Interventions should not only, or even mainly, focus 
on the quality of contact between group members. Rather, the question is 
how to create a group climate where cultural differences are valued, so that 
group members from different cultural backgrounds will accommodate each 
other’s values, and will in turn contribute their own values to the group. Such 
a group climate is sympathetic to multiculturalism, as a diversity ideology 
that stresses the added value of cultural differences (Plaut, 2010; Stevens et 
al., 2008). Future research should test whether introducing a multicultural 
diversity perspective may enhance value convergence through 
accommodating different values in culturally diverse groups.  
 Future research should also examine how processes of social 
influence and value convergence differ across more or less optimal 
intergroup contexts. As participants in our sample were university students, 
they were likely to be less prejudiced and more open to diversity than the 
general population (Rink, Phalet & Swyngedouw, 2009; Wagner & Zick, 1995). 
Therefore, it is plausible that in less favourable intergroup contexts, less 
liking –or selective (dis)likes along cultural lines-  may constitute an additional 
barrier against value convergence in highly diverse groups. Even so, our 
findings suggest that interventions to create inclusive work groups should 
look beyond positive contact to effectively enable social influence and value 
convergence among highly diverse group members.  
Conclusion 
In sum, this paper demonstrated that within low diversity groups, members 
influence each other’s values towards convergence. We found that members 
especially adapted their relational values to other members they liked. While 
achievement values showed overall convergence, this was unrelated to who 
liked whom within the group. We tested the same longitudinal social network 
models in high diversity groups, with a view to pinpointing at hypothetical 
barriers that may account for frequent social difficulties in highly diverse 
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work groups. First, value convergence did not generalize to highly diverse 
groups. In these groups, members did not like each other less than members 
of low diversity groups, and liking did not develop more between culturally 
similar members. Rather, high diversity groups differed from low diversity 
groups in that liking between highly diverse members did not entail social 
influence: Members in high diversity groups, as distinct from low diversity 
groups, did not adjust their values to most liked others. This suggests that 
interventions aimed at improving diverse group functioning should go 
beyond positive contact to ensure that members from different cultural 
backgrounds may actively contribute to the group and flexibly accommodate 
other members’ contributions. 
 
  
 
 
 
This chapter is based on: Meeussen, L., Otten, S., & Phalet, K. (2013). 
Managing diversity: How leaders’ multiculturalism and colorblindness affect 
work group functioning. Manuscript submitted for publication. 
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ABSTRACT 
 
Workforces are becoming increasingly diverse and leaders face the challenge 
of managing their groups to minimize costs and maximize benefits of 
diversity. This paper investigates how leaders’ multiculturalism and 
colorblindness affect cultural minority and majority members’ experiences of 
connectedness (feeling accepted and distancing) and conflict (relational and 
task conflict) in their group. We collected data from 29 real-life culturally 
diverse work groups and their leaders. We used repeated measures (baseline 
and follow-up) of group functioning and independent measures of members’ 
and leaders’ diversity perspectives. Multilevel analyses revealed that leaders’ 
diversity perspectives affect work group functioning, controlled for members’ 
own perspectives: Leaders’ multiculturalism predicted feeling accepted in the 
group for minority members. In contrast, leaders’ colorblindness predicted 
distancing from the group and relationship conflict for minority members. 
There were no significant effects of leaders’ diversity perspective on majority 
members and no reverse effects of prior group functioning on leaders’ 
diversity perspectives. 
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Managing diversity 
 
In today’s increasingly diverse societies, many work groups consist of people 
from different cultural backgrounds. While cultural diversity has become an 
important issue for organizations, research relating cultural diversity to group 
performance has yielded mixed results (e.g., van Knippenberg & Schippers, 
2007), which may be due to contextual factors (Joshi & Roh, 2009), rater bias 
(van Dijk, van Engen, & van Knippenberg, 2012) or other moderators (e.g., 
Moreland, 2013). Research relating cultural diversity to group processes, 
however, consistently finds that diversity negatively affects the social side of 
group functioning (Moreland, 2013; van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). 
Compared to members of non-diverse work groups, members of culturally 
diverse groups are less attached to their group (Tsui et al., 1992), less 
satisfied and less committed (Jehn et al., 1999), less cooperative (Chatman & 
Flynn, 2001), and they experience less group cohesion (O’Reilly, Caldwell & 
Barnett, 1989). Moreover, relationship conflict is more prevalent in culturally 
diverse groups (Jehn et al., 1997; Pelled et al., 1999). These negative effects 
of cultural diversity on group processes raise the question how to manage 
diverse work groups with a view to enhancing members’ connectedness with 
their group and reducing potential conflict.  
 Our research focuses on the role of work group leaders in the 
effective management of diverse groups. From a social identity perspective 
on leadership (Haslam, 2004), leaders are central group members who 
embody the group identity. We propose that leaders play an important role 
in creating a group of which both minority and majority members can feel 
part, and where they can cooperate without conflict. Specifically, we 
investigate how leaders’ multiculturalism and colorblindness may affect 
cultural minority and majority members’ connectedness with their work 
group and their experiences of conflict in the group. Our study uses repeated 
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measures (baseline and follow-up) of group functioning in 29 real-life 
culturally diverse work groups, as well as independent measures of group 
members’ and leaders’ multiculturalism and colorblindness. We perform a 
rigorous test of the effect of work group leaders’ diversity perspectives on 
group functioning by controlling for members’ own and other members’ 
diversity perspectives, the proportion of minority members within the group, 
and leaders’ and members’ cultural background and gender. Moreover, we 
test reverse causal relations, namely whether baseline measures of work 
group functioning influence leaders’ perspectives on diversity over time. 
Work group leaders as diversity managers  
Work group leaders’ task is to motivate group members to work towards 
collective goals and to maintain group harmony. To this end, they influence 
members’ task and social behaviours (Chemers, 2001; Yukl, 2010). From a 
social identity approach, work group leaders are central group members who 
define group identities and who represent group norms (Haslam, 2004). 
Moreover, they can mobilise group members to act in accordance to group 
norms (Reicher & Hopkins, 2003). In culturally diverse work contexts, in 
particular, work group leaders are thus well-placed to help create a common 
group identity which includes both cultural minority and majority members, 
and which enables cooperation and reduces conflict between group members 
(see also Homan & Jehn, 2010). As most work group leaders directly interact 
with group members and as group members typically perceive their leaders 
as representing their group identity, leaders will influence how members 
engage with cultural diversity in their group (van Knippenberg, Van Ginkel, & 
Homan, 2013). Along those lines, intergroup contact research (Pettigrew & 
Tropp, 2006) has identified support from authorities as an important 
condition for positive contact between people from different cultural 
backgrounds, because authorities can create a norm of acceptance. Looking 
beyond explicit or injunctive norms, the hierarchical position of work group 
leaders also requires that they make decisions which directly affect group 
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members (e.g., who is assigned to a task, who gets promoted). Leaders’ 
decision making and other behaviours (implicitly) communicate their 
perspectives on diversity to group members. We expect that these 
perspectives have consequences for group processes in culturally diverse 
groups, because they will affect members’ feelings of acceptance and 
inclusion in the group, and they are important to avoid conflict and enable 
cooperation on the group task.  
 However, despite the many reasons why leadership can play an 
important role in the management of diverse work groups, research on 
leadership in culturally diverse work groups is still scarce (Chin, 2010). Yet, 
there is preliminary evidence of leaders’ influence on group functioning in 
culturally diverse work contexts. Kearney and Gebert (2009) find that 
culturally diverse work groups perform better under transformational 
leaders, who commit themselves to each group member and who try to 
enable members’ full potential. Moreover, Greer and collaborators (Greer, 
Homan, De Hoogh, & Den Hartog, 2012) show that culturally diverse work 
groups communicate and perform better when so-called visionary leaders are 
able to give a sense of meaning and purpose to their group and to avoid 
subgroup categorisation. Both studies indicate that general leadership styles 
affect the functioning of culturally diverse work groups. The present paper 
extends this research by investigating a characteristic of leaders which is 
specifically related to cultural diversity in work groups: their ideologies of 
cultural diversity. As we argue below, work group leaders may adopt different 
perspectives on diversity. Their diversity perspectives will guide how they 
implement and manage diversity at work. Consequently, we propose that 
leaders’ diversity perspectives will affect the social functioning of diverse 
work groups. 
Diversity perspectives: multiculturalism and colorblindness 
In this paper, we focus on two perspectives on how to manage cultural 
diversity: multiculturalism and colorblindness (Plaut et al., 2009; Stevens et 
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al., 2008). Multiculturalism explicitly recognizes cultural differences and 
considers them as a strength and an added value. In contrast, colorblindness 
foregrounds equality between all people by focusing on similarities and 
individual merit while ignoring cultural differences.  
 Multiculturalism recognizes and values differences between 
members from different cultural backgrounds. From a social categorisation 
perspective on group processes (Turner et al., 1987), a multicultural ideology 
proposes a group identity which differentiates between distinct subgroups 
within a common superordinate identity (Dovidio et al., 2007). According to 
social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), the social groups to which 
people belong make up their social identity, so that their self-esteem is 
contingent upon the value of their in-group. It follows that intergroup 
contexts where their in-group is devalued or disregarded pose a threat to 
their self-esteem as a devalued group member. Reasoning from cultural 
groups as social identities, multiculturalism provides identity safety for 
minority members, to the extent that it values and protects their distinct 
cultural identities (Derks et al., 2007; Verkuyten, 2005). For majority 
members however, multiculturalism may pose a threat to their identity if the 
emphasis on cultural differences is seen to value cultural minorities at the 
expense of the value of their ingroup (Verkuyten, 2005).  
 Accordingly, cultural minority members were found to support 
multiculturalism more strongly than majority members (Markus et al., 2000; 
Ryan et al., 2007). Moreover, support for multiculturalism has been 
associated with more favourable attitudes less bias against minorities as 
compared to colorblindness (Richeson & Nussbaum, 2004; Wolsko, Park, 
Judd, & Wittenbrink, 2000). Similarly, studies show that minority members 
feel more included and engage more with their work in organizations that 
support multiculturalism (Plaut et al., 2009; Vos et al., 2013). Yet, majority 
members may feel more excluded in a multiculturalist environment (Plaut et 
al., 2011). Importantly, Stevens and colleagues (2008) propose that ‘all-
inclusive’ multiculturalism can include both minority and majority members. 
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All-inclusive multiculturalism explicitly values not only minority group 
members, but also majority group members, as distinct parts of the diverse 
group. 
 Colorblindness emphasizes that all individuals are equal and that 
cultural differences are irrelevant. From a social categorization perspective 
(Turner et al., 1987), a colorblind ideology redefines the group boundaries 
between cultural minority and majority members by recategorising them as 
individual members of a common ingroup (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2000; 
Gaertner et al., 1993). While the common ingroup formally constitutes all its 
members as equals, it will fail to actually include minority members, however, 
when status inequalities between cultural minority and majority members 
persist (Dovidio et al., 2007; Plaut, 2002; Plaut, 2010). In unequal intergroup 
contexts, high-status group members will project their identity onto the 
superordinate level, thus appropriating the common ingroup identity and 
defining low-status groups as peripheral or deviant members (Mummendey & 
Wenzel, 1999). From a social identity approach (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), 
colorblindness will thus entail identity threat for cultural minority members 
when the common ingroup identity is seen to impose the norms and values of 
the cultural majority. Consequently, cultural minority members may resist a 
common ingroup identity which is seen to justify and perpetuate intergroup 
inequalities (Dovidio et al., 2007). Similarly, they may experience pressures to 
assimilate to the majority culture and to deny their distinct culture and 
identity in a colorblind environment (Derks et al., 2007; Markus et al., 2000). 
Conversely, the same colorblind environment connotes identity safety for 
majority members, as they will experience more ownership of a common 
ingroup identity which bolsters their cultural values.   
 In support of such different processes in minority and majority 
groups, majority members were found to support colorblindness more 
strongly than minority members (Markus et al., 2000; Ryan et al., 2007). 
Likewise, there is evidence that majority members feel more connected to an 
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organization which supports colorblindness (Vos et al., 2013), whereas 
minority members tend to feel more excluded (Plaut et al., 2011).  
 Together, these findings underline that multiculturalism and 
colorblindness ideologies set the stage for different group processes in 
diverse societies and organizations, which have different consequences for 
cultural minority and majority members.  
Minority and majority members’ experiences of connectedness and 
conflict 
As work group leaders communicate and implement different diversity 
perspectives, they seek to create inclusive work groups where minority and 
majority members feel committed to the group and where they help each 
other to achieve group goals (Dovidio et al., 2007). The present study 
examines how leaders’ multiculturalism and colorblindness affects the 
functioning of cultural minority and majority members with a focus on their 
experiences of connectedness and conflict in the work group. Both 
connection and cooperation have been shown to be more difficult in diverse 
groups (Jehn et al., 1997; Pelled et al., 1999; Tsui et al., 1992). Members’ 
connectedness refers to their group identification, as indicated by the positive 
experience of acceptance in the group (feeling accepted). Conversely, a lack 
of connectedness is assessed by the desire to disconnect or distance oneself 
from the group (group distancing). In addition, our conflict measures indicate 
the failure of cooperation between members of diverse work groups. 
Following Jehn (1995), we differentiate further between two types of conflict 
in work contexts: relationship conflict denotes interpersonal tension or 
emotional discordance, and task conflict refers to conflicting ideas, goals, or 
decisions.   
 To summarise, we investigate how leaders’ multiculturalism and 
colorblindness affect members’ experiences of connectedness and conflict in 
work groups. Our study bridges research on leadership in diverse work groups 
with a separate stream of research on diversity perspectives. Since 
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multiculturalism and colorblindness are known to affect cultural minority and 
majority members differently (see above), we expect that leaders’ adherence 
to these diversity perspectives will differentially affect minority and majority 
members of diverse work groups. Accordingly, we hypothesize that members’ 
cultural background will moderate the associations of leaders’ diversity 
perspectives with members’ experiences of connectedness and conflict in the 
group.  
Hypothesis 1  Members’ cultural background will moderate the influence of 
leaders’ diversity perspectives on members’ experiences of 
connectedness and conflict in the group. 
A strength of our design is that we can test the effects of distinct diversity 
perspectives on minority and majority members separately. In line with 
previous research, we predict that leaders’ multiculturalism will relate to 
more positive experiences for minority members (i.e., feeling more 
accepted), though it may entail more negative experiences for majority 
members (i.e., more group distancing and conflict). In contrast, we predict 
that leaders’ colorblindness will relate to more negative experiences for 
minority members (i.e., more group distancing and conflict) but may be more 
positive for majority members (i.e., they may feel more accepted). 
 Overall, we expect the effects of leaders’ diversity perspectives to be 
stronger for minority members. As potential targets of discrimination, 
minority members should be more concerned than majority members about 
diversity values or beliefs in their environment (Tropp & Bianchi, 2006). Along 
those lines, there is evidence that minorities are highly sensitive to (often 
implicit or subtle) diversity cues in their work environment, so that they will 
sooner disengage when the environment does not support their minority 
identity (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008).   
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Hypothesis 2  The effects of leaders’ diversity perspectives on members’ 
experiences of connectedness and conflict in the group will 
be stronger for minority members than for majority 
members. 
 Another strength of the study is the independent measurement of 
leaders’ diversity perspectives as reported by the leaders themselves, rather 
than members’ perceptions of leaders’ perspectives. In this way, we avoid 
common method bias, which is a weakness in studies relating members’ 
perception of leaders to their self-reported experiences in the group. As a 
most stringent test of work group leaders’ unique influence, our analyses 
control for the degree to which individual members and their fellow group 
members endorse multiculturalism and colorblindness. Thus, we estimate the 
net effect of leaders’ diversity perspectives over and above one’s own and 
other members’ perspectives within the work group. Finally, we also control 
for the proportion of minority members in the work group, leaders’ and 
members’ gender, and leaders’ cultural background.  
 In addition, we exploit our baselines measures of group functioning 
preceding the main questionnaire to test for reverse causation. To 
consolidate our hypotheses, we draw on theoretical arguments from social 
categorisation and social identity theories and on cross-sectional evidence on 
the effects of multiculturalism and colorblindness. It could be argued, 
however, that the relation between diversity perspectives and group 
functioning works either both ways or the other way around, such that prior 
work group functioning determines leaders’ perspectives on diversity over 
time. To put this argument to a test, we investigate whether leaders’ diversity 
perspectives are influenced by our baseline measures of group functioning, as 
reported by group members as well as by group leaders themselves. Baseline 
measures of group functioning were collected one month before the main 
questionnaire was administered (i.e., five months into the group project). 
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METHOD 
Procedure and study context 
To test our hypotheses, we administered a questionnaire to 33 student work 
groups and their leaders at a francophone university in Brussels, Belgium at 
the end of their six-month joint project (main questionnaire) and one month 
before (baseline measure). Every group consisted of a group leader who was 
a first-year master Engineering student and 5 to 7 group members who were 
first-year bachelor Engineering students. Students were assigned to the work 
groups by the coordinator of the course such that every member knew only 
one other member in the group. Group leaders were randomly assigned to 
work groups. They were enrolled in a university course on leadership and 
were encouraged to be themselves, rather than applying a specific leadership 
style. Similarly, there were no explicit instructions for leaders on how to deal 
with diversity issues.  
 During the group project, group members and their leaders were 
meeting at least once a week. The aim of the group project was to build a 
technical prototype that could heat water by means of physical activity, to 
write a joint paper about their project, and to present the project to an 
external jury of professors who evaluated their work. Group members were 
graded on the quality of their papers and presentations and on their 
collaboration as a group. They were graded by the jury, not by work group 
leaders. Leaders received grades for their management skills, such as 
discussing problems in the group, communication skills, and professional 
attitude. They were also graded by the jury, not by their group members. 
Participation in the study was voluntary, anonymous, and had no effect on 
course grades.  
Participants 
Because leaders’ beliefs about cultural diversity are the focus of this study, 
we analysed only the groups whose leaders filled out the questionnaire and 
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where one or more members had a minority cultural background1. The 
remaining 29 groups consisted of 5 to 7 students (M = 6.17, SD = 0.71) plus 
their leaders. Group leaders’ (n=29) mean age was 22.63 (SD = 2.02), and 
71.4% were men. Group members’ (n = 173) mean age was 18.83 (SD = 1.11), 
and 79.6% were men. Of all participants, 27 leaders and 148 group members 
rated the baseline measures of conflict and group connectedness. 
Measures 
Cultural background In line with previous research (e.g., Podsiadlowski et 
al., 2012), we measured participants’ cultural background by their country of 
origin, as well as the country of origin of both parents. The definition of 
cultural minorities by national origin or ancestry is common in European 
societies, where cultural differences are mainly perceived between a national 
(rather than racial or European) ingroup and non-national outgroups 
(Duchesne & Frognier, 2008; Goldberg, 2006). Specifically, participants were 
categorized as cultural minority members if their own or one or both of their 
parents’ country of origin was not Belgium. Based on this definition, 32.1% of 
the group leaders and 27.8% of the group members were cultural minority 
members. Within work groups, proportions of cultural minority members 
varied from 12.5% to 66.7% (M = 27.1%, SD = 15.68). Of all minority members 
in our sample, 65.5% had a non-European and non-North American 
background. Yet, cultural backgrounds were very diverse: the countries of 
origin included several (North) African (e.g., Cameroon, Congo, Morocco) and 
Asian (e.g., China, Iran, Vietnam), and several other European (e.g., France, 
Greece, Spain) and North American countries (Canada, USA).  
Diversity perspectives All members and leaders scored four indicators that 
were adjusted from Ryan and colleagues (2007) and Plaut and colleagues 
(2009) to measure the perspectives specifically in a work group context. 
                                                        
1
 Two groups had missing data from their leader. Additional analyses showed that 
these groups did not differ from the groups included in our paper in terms of 
members’ feeling accepted, group distancing or their experience of task and 
relational conflict. 
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Multiculturalism was measured as a composite of two indicators: ‘The fact 
that members of my group came from different cultural backgrounds made 
for a valuable collaboration’ and ‘Members with different cultural 
backgrounds had different ideas that complemented each other’, r = .45, p < 
.001. Colorblindness was also composed of two indicators: ‘I thought it was 
better not to pay attention to cultural backgrounds during this collaboration’ 
and ‘In my view, all group members should behave in the way that is 
customary within our university’, r = .16, p = .024. Given this significant but 
low correlation, we repeated our analyses with each item separately. Because 
these analyses fully replicate our results with the composite scale, and in line 
with previous research (Plaut et al., 2009; Rosenthal & Levy, 2010), we report 
the analyses with the composite scale. We calculated levels of endorsement 
of multiculturalism and colorblindness for (a) group leaders as reported by 
leaders themselves, (b) individual members, and (c) other group members (i.e. 
mean endorsement levels of the other members of the same work group).  
Feeling accepted in the group To assess connectedness, two items 
measured to what extent group members felt accepted in their group: ‘I feel 
accepted in the group’ and  ‘I feel out of place in this group’ (reversed), r = 
.56, p < .001; rbaseline = .41, p < .001. 
Distancing from the group To indicate the failure to connect, two items 
measured the extent to which group members distanced themselves from 
the group: ‘I dislike being a member of my group’ and ‘I would rather belong 
to another group’, r = .68, p < .001; rbaseline = .75, p < .001 (Ellemers et al., 
1999)2. 
                                                        
2
 The group distancing items are part of a group identification scale with two positive 
and two negative items. In the paper, we only use the negative items because these 
formed a reliable scale (αnegative items= .83), while the four items together (αcomplete scale = 
.58) and the positive items separately (αpositive items= .49) showed low reliability. Since 
we used the negatively phrased items and reliability analyses suggested they did not 
measure the exact same construct as the positive items, we labelled them scale 
‘group distancing’. However, analyses with the full group identification scale support 
the robustness of our findings. 
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Perceiving conflict in the group To assess the failure to cooperate, we 
measured group members’ perceptions of relationship and task conflict in 
their work group using Jehn’s (1995) intragroup conflict scale. Relationship 
conflict was measured by three items (α = .80; αbaseline = .82): ‘How much 
friction is there among members in your work group?’, ‘How much are 
personality conflicts evident in your work group?’, and ‘How much emotional 
conflict is there among members in your work group?’. Task conflict was also 
measured by three items (α = .74; αbaseline = .69): ‘How much conflict about 
the work you do is there in your work group?’, ‘How frequently are there 
conflicts about ideas in your work group?’, and ‘To what extent are there 
differences of opinion in your work group?’. 
 All measures were scored on five-point Likert scales, with 1 reflecting 
low scores of the construct and 5 reflecting high scores of the construct. 
Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations for all variables can be 
found in Table 5.1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5.1   
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between all variables 
M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1.   Leader's multiculturalism 3.28 (0.90)
2.   Leader's colorblindness 3.09 (0.97)    .39**
3.   Own multiculturalism 3.40 (0.80)   .32**  .16*
4.   Own colorblindness 3.39 (0.97)   .19**    .33**   .19**
5.   Other members' multiculturalism 3.42 (0.34)    .43**  .18* -.21** -.02    
6.   Other members' colorblindness 3.50 (0.65)    .34**    .30**  .11      .35**    .17*
7.   Feeling accepted in group 3.74 (0.81) .07 -.01   .25** .09 -.09 .08
8.   Distancing from group 1.64 (0.93) .01 .01 -.17*   -.02  .08 -.05 -.47**
9.   Relational conflict 1.97 (0.83) -.11  .04 -.24** .01 -.10 .00 -.47** .42**
10. Task conflict 2.67 (0.78) -.09  .01 -.20** -.05  -.07 -.07 -.32**  .29**  .67**
11. Cultural background membera .01 -.02  .02    .18*  .03 .03    .23** -.05      -.24**  -.14   
12. Cultural background leadera .14 .11 .07    .16* .11    .34** .14  -.13   -.17* -.13   .18*
13. Gender memberb -.10   -.09  -.03    .01 -.15 -.13  -.05    .02    .20** .10 -.04  -.14   
14. Gender leaderb -.13   -.13  -.07      -.23** -.08    -.34** -.07    .07  .10  .13 -.15*   -.22**  .15*
15. % minority members in group 27.10 (15.68) .00 .09 -.04    -.10  -.09 -.12 -.10     .21** .15* .12   -.38**   -.32* .05  .46**
16. Baseline feeling accepted in group 3.72 (0.76) .01 -.07  .09  .05  .06  .04  .54** -.36** -.32** -.16* .14 .14 -.06 -.09    -.07   
17. Baseline distancing from group 1.65 (0.91) -.04   -.12  -.10    -.05  -.11 -.11 -.36**  .52**  .34**    .22** -.05    -.23** .10 .07  .17* -.33**
18. Baseline relational conflict 1.96 (0.83) -.20* -.03   -.24** .02     -.23** -.12 -.28**  .25**  .64**    .53** -.17*   -.18* .15 .11   .10  -.26** .47**
19. Baseline task conflict 3.00 (0.80) -.03   -.08  -.17* -.16* -.02 -.03 -.16* .11    .25**    .43** -.19* -.08 -.08   .27** .16* -.15   .18*   .36**
* p  < .05;    ** p  < .01           a 0 = minority; 1 = majority        b 0 = male 1 = female
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RESULTS 
We analysed our data using two-level multilevel models (cf. Hox, 2002) in 
SPSS, given that our data consist of 173 members nested in 29 groups and 
predictors were specified both at the individual level (e.g., members’ own 
multiculturalism) and at the group level (e.g., leaders’ multiculturalism). 
Random slopes for leaders’ diversity perspectives were not significant. In 
multilevel models, maximum likelihood (ML) estimations are preferably used 
with 30 groups or more, while restricted maximum likelihood estimations 
(REML) already yield robust estimates with as little as 6 to 12 groups (Browne 
& Draper, 2000; Maas & Hox, 2004). We report models with REML 
estimations in this paper, because we analysed data from 29 groups. We also 
repeated the analyses with more commonly used ML estimation. As the 
results were the same, we do not report these analyses. The four models (i.e., 
one model for each outcome measure) tested whether leaders’ endorsement 
of multiculturalism and colorblindness significantly predicted members’ 
experiences of connectedness and conflict in their work group, controlled for 
members’ own endorsement and other members’ endorsement of 
multiculturalism and colorblindness. To test whether the effects of diversity 
perspectives differed between cultural minority and majority members, we 
added all interactions of members’ cultural background with leaders’, one’s 
own, and other members’ diversity perspectives. Moreover, we controlled for 
the proportion of minority members within the group, leaders’ cultural 
background and gender, and members’ gender in every model1. The results of 
all multilevel models as well as the percentage of variance of each outcome 
variable at group and at individual level can be found in Table 5.2. 
                                                        
1
 Models with only the effects of interest yield the same results as models with 
control variables, with two exceptions: First, the interaction between leaders’ 
colorblindness and members’ cultural background on feeling accepted is near 
significant instead of significant, t(132.87) = 1.82, p = .072. Second, there is an 
additional effect: minority and majority members experience more task conflict when 
their leader endorses colorblindness more strongly, t(58.85) = 2.06, p = .044. 
 
 
 
Table 5.2  
Effects of leaders’ diversity perspectives on all outcomes (multilevel analyses)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Feeling accepted Group distancing Relationship conflict Task conflict
Intercept  2.70 (1.51) 0.38 (1.84) 2.30 (1.81)   4.06 (1.79)* 
Cultural background a 0.47 (1.85)  0.79 (2.27) -0.26 (1.89) -0.68 (1.87) 
Leader's multiculturalism (MC)   0.40 (0.19)* 0.04 (0.23) -0.09 (0.21) 0.14 (0.21)
Leader's colorblindness (CB) -0.13 (0.13)     0.34 (0.16)*      0.37 (0.15)*     0.23 (0.15)   
Leader's MC * Cultural background  -0.44 (0.22)* 0.11 (0.26) 0.09 (0.22) -0.18 (0.21) 
Leader's CB * Cultural background 0.02 (0.16)    -0.54 (0.19)** -0.34 (0.16)* -0.17 (0.16) 
Control variables:
Own multiculturalism 0.12 (0.16) -0.30 (0.20)  - 0.10 (0.17)  -0.26 (0.17) 
Own colorblindness -0.01 (0.16) 0.01 (0.20) 0.12 (0.17) 0.05 (0.16)
Own MC * Cultural background 0.16 (0.19) 0.12 (0.24) -0.15 (0.19) 0.20 (0.19)
Own CB * Cultural background 0.07 (0.18) -0.01 (0.23)  -0.10 (0.19) -0.13 (0.18) 
Other members' multiculturalism -0.17 (0.40)  0.10 (0.49) -0.43 (0.46) -0.25 (0.46) 
Other members' colorblindness -0.10 (0.24)  0.08 (0.30) 0.12 (0.26) -0.17 (0.25) 
Other members' MC * Cultural background  0.13 (0.50) 0.11 (0.61) 0.42 (0.51) 0.24 (0.51)
Other members' CB * Cultural background  0.01 (0.27) -0.02 (0.33)  0.03 (0.27) 0.16 (0.26)
Proportion of minority members in group -0.01 (0.01)     0.02 (0.01)** 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Leaders’ cultural backgrounda   0.35 (0.16)* -0.17 (0.20)  -0.15 (0.22)  -0.24 (0.12)  
Leaders' genderb 0.15 (0.17) 0.04 (0.21) -0.11 (0.25)  -0.24 (0.25)  
Own genderb -0.11 (0.16) 0.33 (0.20)   0.38 (0.17)* 0.05 (0.16) 
Variance at individual level 96.0% 90.6% 71.7% 78.4%
Variance at  group level 4.0% 9.4%  28.3%*  21.6%*
* p < .05;    ** p < .01            a 0 = minority; 1 = majority            b 0 = male; 1 = female
γ (SE)
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 In line with our hypotheses, leaders’ diversity perspectives 
significantly predict members’ experiences of connectedness and conflict in 
their work group and the effects differ between minority and majority 
members. More specifically, our findings show that the degree to which 
leaders endorse multiculturalism is positively related to members’ feeling 
accepted in the group, t(103.65) = 2.08, p = .040. This effect is qualified by a 
significant interaction with members’ cultural background, t(121.96) = -2.05, 
p = .043. Analyses with minority and majority members separately show that 
this interaction effect is driven by minority members: Minority members feel 
more accepted in the group when their leader supports multiculturalism 
more strongly, t(41) = 2.24, p = .031. In contrast, leaders’ support for 
multiculturalism is not related to majority members’ feeling accepted, t(100) 
= -0.46, p = .649.  
 In addition, the degree to which leaders endorse colorblindness 
predicts distancing from the group, t(123) = 2.16, p = .032. This effect is again 
qualified by members’ cultural background, t(123) = -2.78, p = .006. To 
further examine this interaction, we analyzed cultural minority and majority 
members separately. We found that minority members distance themselves 
significantly more from the group the more their leader endorses 
colorblindness, t(30) = 2.35, p = .026; majority members show a near-
significant trend in the opposite direction, suggesting rather less distancing 
from the group when leaders are more colorblind, t(21.55) = -1.82, p = .0841.  
 Similarly, the degree to which leaders endorse colorblindness 
predicts  perceptions of relationship conflict in the group, t(58.56) = 2.50, p = 
.015. Again, this main effect is qualified by members’ cultural background, 
t(117.33) = -2.15, p = .033. Cultural minority members experience more 
relationship conflict when their group leader endorses colorblindness more 
                                                        
1
 Additional analyses with the inclusion of ingroup in self scale by Tropp and Wright 
(2001) as a measure of group identification show a similar effect: majority members 
show a near significant trend to identify more strongly with their group when leaders 
are more colorblind, t(117) = 1.95, p = .053. 
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strongly, t(11.09) = 2.37, p = .037, while leaders’ colorblindness is unrelated 
to perceived conflict by majority members, t(20.11) = 0.12, p = .910.  There 
are no main effects of members’ cultural background, and no significant main 
or interaction effects on task conflict.  
 Of all control variables, only three are significant predictors: Group 
members feel more accepted in the group when their group leader has a 
majority cultural background, t(24.60) = 2.16, p = .040; they distance 
themselves more from their group when there is a higher proportion of 
minority members in the group, t(123) = 3.25, p = .001; and female group 
members report more relationship conflict than male members, t(120.27) = 
2.27, p = .025. 
 Finally, we  tested the reverse causation by regressing leaders’ 
multiculturalism and colorblindness on their own assessment or members’ 
assessment of group functioning one month prior to the main questionnaire. 
As shown in Table 5.3, neither leaders’ multiculturalism, nor their 
colorblindness was influenced by prior group functioning: there were no 
significant effects of feelings of acceptance in the group, group distancing, 
relationship or task conflict, as reported by group leaders or by group 
members one month earlier. 
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Table 5.3  
Baseline measures of group functioning as predictors of leaders’ diversity 
perspectives 
 
 
 
 
 Thus, in line with our first hypothesis, we found that leaders’ diversity 
perspectives differentially affect minority and majority members’ experiences 
of conflict in and connectedness with their work group. In line with our 
second hypothesis, leaders’ diversity perspectives especially affected minority 
members in the group: they feel more accepted in the group when group 
leaders endorse multiculturalism more; and they report more group 
distancing and relationship conflict  when their work group leaders endorse 
colorblindness more. The only near significant effect for majority members 
indicated a trend to distance themselves less from the group when their 
leader endorses colorblindness more strongly. Finally, we found no support 
for reverse causation: leaders’ diversity perspectives were not predicted by 
the functioning of their work group one month before.  
Predictors one month earlier: β p β p
Feeling accepted in group
Reported by leader 0.05 .866 -.07 .779
Reported by members (group average) -0.02 .957 -0.32 .253
Group distancing
Reported by leader -0.18 .496 -0.04 .876
Reported by members (group average) 0.07 .847 -0.18 .565
Relationship conflict
Reported by leader -0.06 .891 -0.44 .239
Reported by members (group average) -0.30 .509 0.54 .192
Task conflict
Reported by leader 0.01 .975 -0.26 .336
Reported by members (group average) 0.12 .740 -0.30 .341
Leader's colorblindnessLeader's multiculturalism
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DISCUSSION 
As workforces are becoming increasingly diverse, leaders face the challenge 
of managing diversity in their teams in order to overcome difficulties and to 
exploit the benefits of cultural diversity in the workplace. In the present 
research, we investigated how leaders’ support for multiculturalism and 
colorblindness affect group functioning in culturally diverse work groups. In a 
nutshell, we argue that group leaders communicate and apply different 
diversity ideologies as they are coordinating group members around common 
group goals. We build on a social identity approach of multiculturalism and 
colorblindness to articulate the underlying group processes that can account 
for different effects of group leaders on cultural minority and majority 
members of their groups. As outcomes of leaders’ diversity perspectives, we 
assess two aspects of group functioning that are critical for successful group 
formation: a sense of connectedness and enhanced cooperation (Dovidio et 
al., 2007). Both aspects can – and often do- fail in culturally diverse groups, 
where members tend to experience less connectedness and more conflict. To 
reduce the social costs of cultural diversity, therefore, group leaders face the 
challenge of de-escalating conflict and reinforcing connectedness among 
work group members from different cultural backgrounds. Against this 
backdrop, our main research aim was to examine the role of leaders’ diversity 
perspectives in allowing both minority and majority members to feel included 
in a common work group identity and to contribute to group success. Below, 
we summarize our main findings and their implications for theory and 
research on cultural diversity and leadership. 
 First, we find that group leaders’ multiculturalism uniquely predicts 
minorities’ feelings of acceptance in the group. This finding is consistent with 
a social identity approach which relates multiculturalism to identity safety 
and increased engagement for minority members (Plaut et al., 2009; 
Verkuyten, 2005). Going against a related argument that majority members 
might feel threatened or excluded when their organization supports 
multiculturalism (Plaut et al., 2011), we find little evidence of a downside of 
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leaders’ multiculturalism for majority members. Rather, our findings resonate 
with a notion of all-inclusive multiculturalism: when multiculturalism 
emphasizes not only the value of minority groups but also the value of the 
majority group, majority members may feel included rather than threatened 
and hence, negative effects for majority members are not inevitable (Stevens 
et al., 2008).  
 Second, we also find that minority members experience more 
distance from the group and more relationship conflict when group leaders 
support colorblindness more strongly. This finding supports a well-
documented argument that cultural minorities will experience colorblindness 
as exclusionary and threatening to their distinct identity (Dovidio et al., 2007; 
Markus et al., 2002). While Vos and colleagues (2013) found that majority 
members feel more included in a colorblind organization, our study provides 
little evidence for a possible majority advantage of colorblindness, except for 
a near-significant trend towards less group distancing. Last, leaders’ diversity 
perspectives were unrelated to perceived task conflict in the group. This 
latter finding is in line with previous research showing that cultural diversity 
increases relationship conflict but not task conflict in work groups (Jehn et al., 
1997; Pelled et al., 1999). 
 Overall, leaders’ multiculturalism and colorblindness especially affect 
cultural minority members as possible targets of discriminatory treatment. 
This finding of minority-majority asymmetry supports the argument that 
minority members’ functioning is more contingent on whether their work 
environment values diversity than that of the majority whose identity is more 
secure (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008; Tropp & Bianchi, 2006). While more 
research into minority and majority understandings of cultural diversity is 
needed, our finding that majority members need not suffer from leaders’ 
multiculturalism qualifies one-sided accounts of multiculturalism as alienating 
majority employees from culturally diverse organisations.  
 A distinctive strength of the present study is its multi-level design, 
which relates members’ group functioning at the individual level to leaders’ 
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self-endorsed (rather than their perceived) diversity perspectives as external 
predictors at the group level. In this way, our results cannot be attributed to 
common method bias or evaluative bias in members’ experiences of the 
group and their evaluations of diversity or leadership. An additional strength 
of the study design is its longitudinal dimension, which allows us to test for 
possible lagged effects of prior work group functioning on the endorsement 
of different diversity perspectives by work group leaders. In the absence of 
significant reverse effects, it seems unlikely that leaders’ multiculturalism or 
colorblindness is reactive in response to (less) successful group formation. 
Instead, we conclude that group leaders can play a proactive role as diversity 
managers who create identity safety for all group members, and for minority 
members in particular. 
 Our research adds to the literature in at least three ways. First, the 
different implications of leaders’ diversity perspectives for cultural minority 
and majority members corroborate a social identity approach of 
multiculturalism (Verkuyten, 2005), and provide further support for its 
ecological validity in real-life interactive groups. In line with different 
expectations of identity threat vs. safety for minority and majority subgroups 
within diverse work groups, we find that multiculturalism enables, and 
colorblindness hampers, the functioning of minority, but not majority, group 
members. Second, our study bridges separate research literatures on 
diversity ideologies and on leadership in organisations. Our findings show 
that group leaders who value cultural diversity can create inclusive work 
group identities which enable both cultural minority and majority members 
to connect to the group and to cooperate towards common goals.  
Importantly, leaders’ views on diversity make a difference over and above the 
individual and collective diversity beliefs of group members themselves; and 
their unique impact holds regardless of leaders’ own cultural background. 
 Taken together, these findings contribute to existing research on 
cultural diversity by foregrounding the key role of leaders as central group 
members who represent the common work group identity and who can 
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communicate a positive diversity norm to group members. Third and finally, 
the findings also add to existing research on leadership by empirically 
establishing leaders’ diversity perspectives as a relevant dimension of 
leadership in culturally diverse work environments.  
Limitations and future directions 
The above conclusions should be interpreted with due caution in light of 
several limitations of our data. First, the correlation between our two 
indicators of colorblindness was significant but low. As both items differ in 
their emphasis on ‘assimilation’ or ‘ignoring cultural difference’, their low 
correlation may suggest that, in a European context, assimilation represents a 
separate perspective (Verkuyten, 2005) rather than  an integral part of 
colorblindness (Plaut et al., 2009; Rosenthal & Levy, 2010). On the other 
hand, additional analyses showed that both indicators of colorblindness are 
functionally equivalent: they are similarly related to members’ experiences of 
connectedness and conflict in their work group. Future research could further 
differentiate between assimilation and colorblindness and replicate our 
findings with more extensive and more reliable measures of diversity 
perspectives. On a related note, future research could also look into possible 
valence differences between measures of multiculturalism and 
colorblindness. While they are  taken from existing scales (Ryan et al., 2007; 
Plaut et al., 2009), our multiculturalism items may have a more positive 
evaluative connotation than the colorblindness items. As we predict 
members’ experiences in their group from leaders’ self-rated diversity 
perspectives, however, possible valence effects cannot account for our 
substantive findings. 
 In addition, more research in different intergroup settings would be 
needed to find out which contextual factors in our research setting may 
moderate the impact of leaders’ diversity perspectives on minority and 
majority members. While we investigated real-life work groups that have 
been interacting on a meaningful and demanding task over a longer period of 
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time (six months), our study was situated in an academic context and our 
group leaders were master students. Most likely, leaders’ diversity 
perspectives will matter even more in other organizational contexts, where 
leaders typically have more power over members’ outcomes (e.g., over pay, 
promotion, and job assignments) than the group leaders in our study, whose 
groups were externally evaluated and graded. In addition,, we need to 
acknowledge that our setting provided several conditions that might have 
facilitated diverse work group functioning. First, students represent a highly 
educated and generally less prejudiced segment of the majority population; 
hence, majority participants in other organisational settings might be more 
prone to feel threatened by multiculturalism (Wagner & Zick, 1995). Second, 
our work groups had to cooperate on a creative task. Such a task structure is 
more suited to bring out the added value of diversity as compared to more 
competitive or less creative work contexts (e.g., assembly line workers). 
Third, the minority students in our sample came from many different 
backgrounds. In intergroup contexts where the cultural minority is more 
homogenous, the majority-minority divide may be more salient and majority 
members might sooner feel threatened or excluded by multiculturalism. 
Altogether, we cannot be sure whether the conclusion from our findings  that 
all-inclusive multiculturalism can be a viable model of diversity management 
in a European context may be restricted to settings with these specific 
conditions. Therefore, future research should further investigate the role of 
leaders’ diversity perspectives in other, less optimal, intergroup contexts.  
 Several issues remain to be investigated in this field. For example, it 
would be interesting to investigate further how work group leaders’ diversity 
perspectives affect members’ experiences in the work group. As argued from 
previous research (e.g., Dovidio et al., 2007; Verkuyten, 2005), experiences of 
identity safety and identity threat mechanisms may be important mediators. 
Moreover, it seems worthwhile to examine how group leaders communicate 
their diversity perspective and whether group members have an accurate 
perception of their leaders’ perspective. 
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 To summarize, our findings suggest that diverse work groups and 
especially their minority members will benefit from a leader who recognizes 
cultural differences amongst the work group members and emphasizes them 
as a strength, rather than ignoring differences or stressing assimilation. It is 
especially encouraging that in our study, these benefits for minorities were 
not at the disadvantage of majority group members. These findings have 
important applied implications for current controversies over cultural 
diversity and diversity management at the workplace and in society at large. 
Organizations may want to empower leaders to promote diversity 
perspectives that emphasize the possible benefits of cultural diversity at work 
and in parallel, raise awareness of the costs of denying cultural diversity when 
leaders adopt a colorblind approach.  
  
This chapter is based on: Meeussen, L., & van Dijk, H. (2013). Group 
identification as a predictor of status attainment in work groups. Manuscript 
submitted for publication.  
 
 
.
 ABSTRACT 
 
Studies on status attainment and status dynamics have primarily studied 
group members’ individual attributes as predictors of their status in the work 
group. We propose that such a focus on individual attributes as antecedents 
of status does not fully do justice to the fact that status in a group is a 
relational construct that is subject of negotiation between group members. 
Integrating dominant status theories and the social identity approach, we 
provide a relational approach to status by studying the influence of 
members’ identification with the work group on their status in the group. In a 
two-wave longitudinal field study following 33 work groups during a six-
month group project, we find that members’ group identification enhances 
their status within the group, even after controlling for their individual 
abilities, cultural background, leadership position, and gender. The reverse 
causation, such that status increases members’ identification with the group, 
was rejected. In corroborating that members’ status is influenced by group 
identification on top of their individual attributes, these findings support our 
relational approach to status attainment. 
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Status inequalities and group identification 
 
Society values and evaluates people with different backgrounds differently 
(e.g., Eagly & Karau, 2002; Plaut, 2010; Ridgeway, 1991). Studies on status 
(i.e., the amount of respect and prominence one has in the eyes of others; 
Anderson et al., 2001; Bendersky & Shah, 2013) within organizations show 
that status differences between work group members are highly 
consequential. Compared to low-status members in a group, high-status 
group members have been found, among other things, to be evaluated more 
positively (Kraiger & Ford, 1985; Martell, 1991), to have (access to) a better 
network (Ibarra, 1995; Phillips, Rothbard, & Dumas, 2009), to be paid more 
deference (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972), to receive more recognition 
(Merton, 1968), to have more influence (Berger, Conner, & Fisek, 1974), to 
have better health (Akinola & Mendes, 2013), and to perform better 
(Chatman, Boisnier, Spataro, Anderson, & Berdahl, 2008).   
 Given that one’s status in a group has such an impact on various 
outcomes, it is important to know what factors influence status. Expectation 
states theory and status characteristics theory (Berger et al., 1972; 1974) 
posit that group members’ status in work groups is primarily based on the 
extent to which a person’s characteristics are associated with worthiness and 
competence. As a consequence, studies on status attainment have primarily 
focused on individual attributes (e.g., cultural background, tenure, 
personality) as status cues (cf. Anderson et al., 2001; Anderson & Kilduff, 
2009; Bendersky & Shah, 2012; 2013; Bunderson, 2003; Ridgeway, 1991). 
However, a member’s status in a group is by definition a relational construct 
(i.e. the amount of respect and prominence one has in the eyes of others) and 
groups are dynamic entities in which members influence each other through 
interaction. As a consequence, it is likely that there are various relational 
status cues (e.g. members’ bond with the group and interaction with other 
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group members) that affect members’ status on top of their individual 
attributes.  
 In the present paper, we draw from the social identity approach 
(Haslam, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987) in proposing that 
members’ identification with the work group (i.e., the extent to which group 
members include the work group in their self concept; Tropp & Wright, 2001) 
enhances their status within the group beyond a member’s individual abilities 
and other status-relevant individual characteristics. As postulated by the 
social identity approach, members who identify more strongly with their 
work group will embody the group’s goals and values more strongly and they 
will be more motivated to exert effort on a group’s behalf (Ellemers et al., 
1998; van Knippenberg, 2000). We argue that this is favourably looked upon 
by fellow group members, which leads to more positive evaluations. 
Therefore, we hypothesize that members who identify more strongly with 
the work group will be attributed a higher status by the other group 
members. 
 Our study contributes to research on the role of status in work 
groups in three major ways. First, by pointing at the relevance of group 
identification for status attribution and change, we integrate insights from 
the social identity approach with the dominant status theories. Despite the 
fact that social identity research has a rich history of studying members’ 
relation with and positions in groups, this literature has been remarkably 
absent in many of the studies on status in work groups (for a notable 
exception, see the recent paper by Bingham, Oldroyd, Thompson, Bednar, & 
Bunderson, 2013). Second, our study challenges the conventional approach 
to status attainment as attributions based on people’s characteristics by 
providing a relational approach to status attainment and change in work 
groups. The current understanding of status attributions relies heavily on an 
individual approach to status attainment, where status is attributed to group 
members who possess characteristics that are (perceived to be) related to 
valuable resources. In line with studies showing that status is distributed to 
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group members who support the group or the organization (Bendersky & 
Shah, 2012; Bingham et al., 2013; Willer, 2009), our relational perspective 
points out that group orientation is an important and understudied predictor 
of status over and above individual characteristics as status cues. Third, 
because attributes tend to be stable, the focus on individual attributes as 
antecedents of status has created a rather deterministic image of status 
attainment (e.g., Gould, 2002; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). Because group 
identification is more liable to change over time, our relational perspective is 
more congruent with recent studies that suggest that status may also change 
over time (e.g., Bendersky & Shah, 2012; 2013; Pettit, Sivinathan, Gladstone, 
& Marr, 2013).     
 We provide a longitudinal study of real-life work groups that worked 
together on a task for six months. This allows us to test predictors of status 
over time as well as to examine the causal direction between group 
identification and status.  Moreover, it enables us to examine the effects of 
group identification on status over the already established effects of 
members’ individual abilities, gender, leadership position, and cultural 
background on status. 
Status in work groups 
A number of established theoretical perspectives in social psychology assume 
that human beings pursue positive social and self-esteem by seeking status 
(Crosby, 1976; Festinger, 1954; Maslow, 1943; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; cf. 
Anderson, Willer, Kilduff, & Brown, 2012; Huberman, Loch, & Önçüler, 2004).  
In work groups, attributions of status tend to be primarily based on the 
extent to which a member is believed to be competent at the task at hand 
(Anderson et al., 2001; cf. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu 2002).  For example, 
expectation states theory posits that status in work groups is attributed 
based on performance expectations, with a higher status being attributed to 
group members who are believed to be more competent (Berger et al., 
1974). As a further specification of this process, status characteristics theory 
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(Berger et al., 1972) posits that such attributions of competence are primarily 
derived from a person’s status characteristics, i.e. “attributes on which 
people differ (e.g., gender, computer expertise) and for which there are 
widely held beliefs in the culture associating greater social worthiness and 
competence with one category of the attribute (men, computer expert) than 
another (women, computer novice)” (Correll & Ridgeway, 2003: 32) (cf. Fiske 
et al., 2002).  Indeed, numerous studies show that members’ status rank in a 
work group is affected by their demographic characteristics such as gender, 
age, or cultural background (e.g., Brodbeck, Guillaume, & Lee, 2011; Chatman 
et al., 2008), their job-related characteristics such as tenure or functional 
background (e.g., Bunderson, 2003; Chattopadhyay, Finn, & Ashkanasy, 
2010), and their deep-level characteristics such as personality and ability 
(e.g., Bendersky & Shah, 2013; Neeley, 2013) when these characteristics are 
considered proxies of competence for the task at hand (cf. van Dijk & van 
Engen, 2013).  
 Studies on status attainment and status change thus have primarily 
investigated group member’s attributes as status cues. However, status is a 
relational construct, since a member’s status is the level of respect and 
prominence one has in the eyes of others and, as such, is based on other 
members’ perception or expectation of one’s competence for the task at 
hand (Anderson et al., 2001). Moreover, groups are dynamic entities in which 
group members interact and influence each other over time (e.g. Haslam, 
2004). It is therefore surprising how little is known about the influence of 
relational status cues, such as members’ interaction with other group 
members and their bond with the group.  
 Some preliminary evidence for a relational basis of status comes 
from studies showing that generosity (i.e., offering information, goods or 
services to other group members) affects status. Flynn (2003) argued and 
found that group members who frequently give more favours to other 
members than they receive in return, hold a higher status in their group (cf. 
Bendersky & Shah, 2012; Willer, 2009). Coming from an exchange 
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perspective, Flynn argued that such an imbalance in generosity enhances 
status because it shows that an individual “possesses a unique value or has 
provided something of unique value to the group” (p. 540) (cf. Bendersky & 
Shah, 2012; Blau, 1963). Thus, Flynn believed that the effect of generosity on 
a member’s status in a group is due to other members’ attributions of his or 
her resources (cf. Flynn, Reagans, Amanatullah, & Ames, 2006) – an 
explanation that corresponds with the conventional understanding of status 
attainment as stemming from an individual’s attributes (cf. Ridgeway, 1991). 
Based on the social identity approach, we provide an alternative explanation 
for the effect of generosity on status by proposing that a member’s 
generosity signals one’s commitment to and identification with the group, 
and that status in a group to a large extent is determined by a member’s 
identification with a group.  
Group identification as social status cue 
In contrast to research that takes individuals as the primary unit of analysis 
and their group as a context in which their behaviour takes place, the social 
identity approach (Haslam, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987) 
argues that a group is more than a context for or the sum of its individual 
members. Rather, a group is a shared reality constantly (re)created by its 
members. Over time, group members are influenced by their group and they 
can influence their fellow group members (Haslam, 2004). As such, members’ 
status in the group is subject to change as group members interact. 
When group members feel like they are (and are allowed to be) part of the 
group, they identify with the group. Members’ identification with a group is 
defined as the extent to which they include the group in their self concept 
(Tropp & Wright, 2001). The more strongly members identify with a group, 
the more this group will be part of their self concept. As we will outline 
below, social identity research has postulated and shown that group 
identification is a key predictor of group members’ behaviour in the group: 
when a group is part of one’s self concept, one will embody the group 
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identity and exert effort in favour of the group. Building upon these findings, 
we argue that members’ identification with his or her work group is likely to 
enhance two important aspects of their status in a work group: influence and 
competence (e.g. Anderson et al., 2001; Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Bendersky 
& Shah, 2012; Magee & Galinsky, 2008). 
 First, group identification can increase a member’s influence within 
the group. Group members who identify more strongly with their group are 
more motivated to represent and embody the group’s identity (Haslam, 
2004). They show more commitment to and internalization of the group’s 
norms, values, and goals (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Ellemers et al., 1997) and 
thus show more behaviour that is appropriate and in accordance with the 
group’s prototype. In turn, we expect that such a commitment to the group is 
favourably looked upon by fellow group members whose communal interest 
is served, resulting in granting him or her more influence as a reward. In line 
with this expectation, several studies have already shown that group 
members who are more prototypical in a group have more influence on 
other group members (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Terry, 2000; Turner, 1991; van 
Knippenberg & Wilke, 1992). 
 Second, group identification can enhance the perceived competence 
of a group member. As mentioned above, group identification enhances 
members’ commitment to and effort in favour of the group (van Knippenberg 
& Ellemers, 2003). Accordingly, members who identify more strongly with 
their group are more motivated to work for the group even beyond what is 
formally required of them (Ouwerkerk et al., 1999; van Knippenberg, 2000) 
and more willing to contribute to the group’s goals (Tyler & Blader, 2000). 
Moreover, group identification can enhance members’ performance 
(Ellemers et al., 1998) and their productivity within the group (Worchel et al., 
1998). As such, members’ identification with their group signals an intention 
to contribute to the group and invest effort in the group project. In turn, this 
may increase the extent to which a group member is perceived as competent 
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and enhance his or her regard in the eyes of the fellow group members 
whose communal interest are served.  
 We thus hypothesize that members who identify more strongly with 
the work group receive a higher status in the group. We tested this 
hypothesis in a two-wave longitudinal field study following real-life work 
groups during a six-month group project. In this study, we examine to what 
extent fellow group members’ ratings of a member’s status are affected by 
his or her self-reported group identification – on top of the influence of his or 
her individual abilities, gender, cultural background, and leadership position. 
Moreover, the longitudinal format of our study allows us to investigate the 
causal direction of the relation between group identification and status. 
Whereas we predict that group identification increases a member’s status in 
the group, one may argue that the relation is bidirectional or opposite, such 
that a higher status will increase a member’s identification with the group. In 
addition, the longitudinal format allows us to examine which status cues 
affect members’ status in a group after a short period of working together 
and which status cues affect members’ status after working together for a 
longer period of time, as well as which status cues predict status attainment 
over time.  
METHOD 
Study procedure 
We followed 33 student work groups and their leaders during a six-month 
joint group project. During this project, work groups had to develop and build 
a technical devise that could heat water by means of physical activity (e.g., 
rowing, pedalling), based on the theoretical principles of magnetic fields. The 
project was an important part of the students’ curriculum and working as a 
group was formally reinforced by means of distributing grades on the group 
level. Groups were formed by a course tutor, who made sure every group 
member personally knew one other member in the group, but not the 
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others. Participants filled out two questionnaires: one after 1.5 month of 
working together, and a second one at the end of the project (but before 
groups received their grades). Participation to the study was voluntary and 
anonymous, and had no effect on course grades.  
Participants 
Participants were all engineering students at a Belgian university. Every group 
consisted of 5 to 7 (M = 6.24, SD = 0.71) first-year engineering students and a 
fourth-year engineering leader who was appointed to help the groups during 
the project. Overall, 214 participants filled out the first questionnaire, 216 
filled out the second, and 201 filled out both questionnaires1 . Group 
members had a mean age of 18.85 (SD = 1.12), 79.3% were male, and 26.1% 
had a cultural minority background (i.e. they themselves and at least one of 
their parents were not born in Belgium). Group leaders had a mean age of 
22.55 (SD = 1.92), 71.9% were male, and 31.3% had a cultural minority 
background. 
Measures 
Status in the group  Given that a person’s status is the amount of respect 
and prominence one has in the eyes of others, status is commonly measured 
by asking group members to rate each other (e.g. Anderson et al., 2001; 
Bendersky & Shah, 2012). Hence, we measured members’ status in the group 
by asking all members to rate every other member on two items: ‘How 
competent is this person in the tasks you have to deal with in this project?’ 
and ‘To what extent does this person influence the group?’ from 1 (Not at all) 
to 5 (Very much). Both influence and competence have been shown to be 
indicators of status (e.g. Anderson et al., 2001; Bendersky & Hays, 2012; 
Bendersky & Shah, 2012; Magee & Galinsky, 2008) and the reliability scores 
of .89 for wave 1 and .93 for wave 2 show that the two items can be 
                                                        
1
 Within this paper, we report analyses with all available data. Complete case 
analyses yield the same results, with one exception: the effect of group identification 
on status is not yet significant in wave 1, t(187.32) = 1.64, p = .104. 
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combined into one status scale. We calculated within group agreement 
indices rwg (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984), which showed that scores could 
be aggregated at the group level (rwg wave 1: Md = 0.82, M = 0.87, SD = 0.16; rwg 
wave2: Md = 0.88, M = 0.82, SD = 0.17). Also, intraclass coefficients exceed the 
standard requirements (James, 1982) (ICC(1) wave 1 = 0.39 ; ICC(1) wave 2 = 0.44), 
indicating sufficient within-group reliability.    
Group identification We used the ‘inclusion of ingroup in the self’ scale to 
measure identification with the group (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Tropp & 
Wright, 2001). In this scale, participants indicate their identification with the 
group by choosing one of seven figures in which circles representing 
themselves and the group overlap to varying degrees. The stronger the 
overlap, the higher the group identification. This measure has been 
demonstrated to have good construct, concurrent, and discriminant validity, 
high degrees of test-retest reliability and close, consistent relationships with 
other measures of group identification (Tropp & Wright, 2001). 
Individual attributes We controlled for individual attributes that have 
been shown to affect members’ status in a group. We included individual 
abilities in our analyses since status in work settings is primarily based on 
attributions of competence (Berger et al., 1974) and hence, a member’s 
actual ability in the task domain is likely to affect his or her status. Individual 
ability was based on past performance demonstrated in a task-relevant 
academic context. For work group leaders, who are fourth year engineering 
students, we asked to report their overall grades received in the third year of 
their engineering studies. Since the content of the current group project was 
oriented towards engineering students, these grades are a relevant reflection 
of their ability in the current project. For work group members, whom are 
first year engineering students, we asked to report their overall grades 
received on mathematics in the last year of high school. We chose 
mathematics instead of overall grades because high school students are also 
graded on their competence in topics such as biology, religion, or languages, 
which we believe are less relevant to the context of the current project. 
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Grades were reported on a scale from 1 (0-10%) to 10 (91-100%). Gender was 
included as a control variable, because male group members may have a 
higher status rank than female members given the predominant belief that 
men are better at mathematics and science than women (e.g., Cvencek, 
Meltzoff, & Greenwald, 2011; Lane, Goh, & Driver-Linn, 2012; Nosek et al., 
2009). Third, we included cultural background as a control variable. Since 
cultural minorities are often stereotyped as having lower intellectual and 
academic competence than cultural majorities (Aronson, Quinn, & Spencer, 
1998; Steele & Aronson, 1995), cultural minority members may have a lower 
status rank than cultural majority members. Last, leadership was included as 
a control variable. Leaders may have a higher status rank in the group than 
members because they are in the fourth year of their engineering studies (as 
compared to members who were in their first year) and because they are 
assigned a leadership position, which may amplify the belief that they are 
better at the task at hand (Bunderson, 2003; Eisenhardt, 1989).  
 Table 6.1 provides an overview of means, standard deviations, and 
correlations between all measures, as well as the percentage of variance 
situated at the group level for dependent variables. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.1   
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between all measures  
 
 
 
M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Leader (0 = member, 1 = leader)
2. Gender (0 = male, 1 = female) .06   
3. Cultural background (0 = minority, 1 = majority) -.04    -.01  
4. Individual ability 6.89 (1.17)  -.26*** .10 .08
5. Identification with group wave 1 4.61 (1.17) -.19** -.01  -.07  .08
6. Identification with group wave 2 5.06 (1.35) -.18*   -.13†  .09 -.05      .42*** 13.63*
7. Status in group wave 1 3.52 (0.60)    .30**   .05  .12† .07 .11    -.04     14.93
†
8. Status in group wave 2 3.69 (0.63)     .12†                .03    .18**    .21** .17* .17*  .65** 14.24†
*** p < .001   ** p < .01   * p < .05   † p < .10
% variance at 
group level
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RESULTS 
In the following, we report the findings of the random intercept multilevel 
analyses that we conducted to test our hypotheses. First, we will examine 
what status cues affect members’ status in a group after one month of 
working together (wave 1) and what status cues affect their status after 
working together for six months (wave 2). Then, we investigate what cues 
predict status attainment over time. Last, we examine the causal direction 
between members’ group identification and their status within the group. 
Status in wave 1 was related to member’s group identification, leadership, 
and cultural background (Table 6.2, model 1). As predicted, after 1.5 months 
of working together, group members were attributed a higher status in their 
group when they identified more strongly with the work group, t(201.28) = 
2.13, p = .035. Moreover, group members had a higher status when they 
were in a leadership role, t(181.01) = 5.69, p < .001, and when they had a 
cultural majority background, t(197.96) = 2.06, p = .041. Individual ability and 
gender had no influence on status in wave 1. A chi-square difference test 
indicates that adding group identification as a predictor of status significantly 
improves model fit as compared to a model with only the individual 
attributes as predictors of status, ∆χ2 (1) = 4.49, p = .034. 
 Status in wave 2 was influenced by group identification, individual 
ability, leadership, and cultural background (Table 6.2, model 2). At 
completion of the joint project, after six months of working together, group 
members were attributed a higher status in their group when they identified 
more strongly with their group, t(195.22) = 2.61, p = .010. Furthermore, 
group members had a higher status in their group when their task abilities 
were higher, t(196.82) = 3.27, p = .001, when they had a leadership role, 
t(170.77) = 3.35, p = .001, and when they had a cultural majority background, 
t(194.64) = 2.03, p = .044. As in wave 1, gender had no effect on status. 
Again, adding group identification as a predictor of status significantly 
improved model fit as compared to a model with only the individual 
attributes as predictors of status, ∆χ2 (1) = 6.35, p = .011. 
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 Next, we examined what factors influenced status attainment over 
time by examining predictors of members’ status in wave 2 controlled for 
their status in wave 1 (Table 6.2, model 3). Status in wave 2 was significantly 
related to status in wave 1, t(196.99) = 11.93, p < .001, indicating that status 
was stable over time to a large extent. However, controlled for status in wave 
1, status in wave 2 was also influenced by group identification and individual 
ability: Members’ status in the group increased over time the more strongly 
they identified with the group in wave 2, t(194.14) = 2.97, p = .003, and the 
higher their abilities, t(190.01) = 2.99, p = .003. Leadership, gender, and 
cultural background did not predict status increases over time. However, 
leadership and cultural background affected status in wave 1 and this status 
in wave 1 subsequently affects status in wave 2. Therefore, leadership and 
cultural background do still play a role in status in wave 2, as can be seen in 
our second model. Again, a chi square difference test indicated that adding 
group identification as a predictor of status significantly improved model fit, 
∆χ2 (1) = 8.47, p = .004. 
     
Table 6.2   
Predictors of status, multilevel models  
 
 
  
  
Model 1:   
Status wave 1
Model 2:   
Status wave 2
Model 3:   
Status wave 2
Intercept   2.48 (0.31)***  2.21 (0.32)*** 0.13 (0.31)    
Identification with group wave 1 0.07 (0.03)*    
Identification with group wave 2 0.08 (0.03)** 0.07 (0.02)**
Status wave 1    0.72 (0.06)***
Individual ability 0.05 (0.03)       0.11 (0.03)***  0.08 (0.03)**
Leader (0 = member, 1 = leader)  0.57 (0.10)***   0.37 (0.11)*** -0.02 (0.09)      
Gender (0 = male, 1 = female) 0.06 (0.09)      -0.01 (0.09)       0.02 (0.07)    
Cultural background (0 = minority, 1 = majority) 0.17 (0.08)*   0.18 (0.09)*    0.09 (0.07)    
Pseudo R2 individual level 0.16 0.07 0.51
Pseudo R2 group level 0.11 0.54 0.06
*** p < .001   ** p < .01   * p < .05
Estimate (Standard error)
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 Because group identification is a dynamic construct that can change 
over time, it is possible that the relationship between group identification 
and status is in the opposite direction (i.e. members with a higher status 
identify more with their group over time) or that the relationship is 
bidirectional. Therefore, we performed additional multilevel analyses to 
examine the direction of the relationship between group identification and 
status (Table 6.3). Results showed that controlling for status in wave 1, group 
identification in wave 1 predicted status in wave 2, t(194.95) = 2.31, p = .022. 
In contrast, status in wave 1 did not predict group identification in wave 2 
controlled for group identification in wave 1, t(192.28) = -0.61, p = .544. Thus, 
the relationship between group identification and status is such that group 
members who identified more strongly with their group in wave 1 gained 
status over time, whereas a higher status in wave 1 did not lead to a stronger 
identification with the group over time. 
 
Table 6.3   
Analysis of causal relation between status and group identification, multilevel 
models  
 
 
Status              
wave 2
Identification 
wave 2
Intercept   0.76 (0.25)**     3.28 (0.66)***
Identification with group wave 1    0.06 (0.03)*        0.46 (0.08)***
Status wave 1     0.75 (0.06)*** -0.10 (0.16)     
Pseudo R2 individual level 0.37 0.10
Pseudo R2 group level -0.10  0.47
*** p < .001   ** p < .01   * p < .05
Estimate (Standard error)
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 In sum, group members held a higher status rank in their group when 
they identified more strongly with their work group both in wave 1 (after 
working in the group for 1.5 months) and in wave 2 (after working in the 
group for 6 months), even after controlling for status in wave 1 as well as for 
individual abilities, gender, leadership, and cultural background as 
established individual attributes that affect status. Moreover, an 
investigation of the causal direction between group identification and status 
showed that member who identified more strongly with their group in wave 
1 gained status over time, whereas the influence of status on subsequent 
group identification was not significant1. 
DISCUSSION 
We showed that member’s self-reported identification with their group 
significantly influences their status in the group as attributed by the other 
group members. This effect holds when controlling for attributes known to 
affect status, i.e. individual abilities, cultural background, leadership position, 
and gender. Moreover, the longitudinal format of our study allowed us to 
show that group identification predicted status increases over time and that 
the reverse causal relation (i.e., status increasing group identification) did not 
hold. 
 These findings are theoretically important as they show the 
relevance of social identity research for status research . Despite the fact that 
social identity research has a rich history of studying members’ relation with 
and positions in groups, this literature has been remarkably absent in present 
studies on status in work groups. We have argued and shown that social 
identity research enhances our understanding of status dynamics in work 
groups by providing a relational approach to status in work groups. Core to 
this relational approach is the understanding that status in a group is a 
                                                        
1
 Additional analyses with the group identification measures from chapter 5 fully 
replicates our results for feeling accepted, but not for group distancing. Analyses 
available from first author upon request. 
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relational construct and that groups are dynamic entities in which members 
influence each other through interaction. As such, it challenges the 
conventional approach to status attainment and change that focuses only on 
individual attributes as status cues.  
 As a case in point, our findings put recent research on generosity and 
status in a new light. Flynn and colleagues (Flynn, 2003; Flynn et al., 2006; cf. 
Bendersky & Shah, 2012) have shown that members who give more favours 
to other group members than they receive from other group members have 
a higher status in their group. They explain this effect by arguing that 
generosity signals that the member possesses or provides something of 
unique value to the group. Such an explanation corresponds with the 
conventional individual approach to status attainment in work groups. 
However, we contend that the effect of generosity on status may be better 
explained by a relational approach to status: when members are generous to 
other members in their group, they signal their commitment to the group 
and their willingness to exert effort on behalf of the group. Because this is 
looked favourably upon by the other group members, it enhances their status 
in the group. As such, we would expect that it is not necessarily the content 
of the contributions that enhances the status of a generous person, but the 
mere fact that a person is willing to contribute. In order to corroborate this 
proposition, future research could test the possible mediating processes in 
the effect of generosity on status. Moreover, relational aspects of status 
attainment and change can be an interesting route for future research in 
addition to individual attributes as status cues.  
 In line with the notion that status in work groups is to a large extent 
based on attributions of competence (cf. Berger et al., 1974), our findings 
show that members’ abilities influenced their status in the group. However, 
group identification predicted members’ status over and above their abilities. 
This is not too surprising, since abilities are not necessarily beneficial to the 
group’s goals: If one is highly skilled but not committed to the group, it may 
be that group members pursue their own interests instead of those of the 
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group (e.g., Groysberg, Polzer, & Elfenbein, 2011; cf. Bingham et al., 2013).  
Such status-seeking behaviour is likely to result in status conflicts, which have 
been shown to be highly dysfunctional and severely harm group performance 
(Bendersky & Hays, 2012).  Group identification increases motivation and 
willingness to exert effort on the group’s behalf (Ellemers et al., 1998; van 
Knippenberg, 2000), thereby benefiting the team.  
 Our findings indicate that cultural minority members are attributed a 
lower status in their work group than cultural majority members both at the 
beginning and at the end of the project, and this effect holds when 
controlling for effects of their individual abilities and their group 
identification. From an equality perspective, this is a worrisome finding. 
Stereotype-based beliefs and assumptions push minority group members 
into low-status positions, and we know from stereotype threat (e.g., 
Schmader, Johns, & Forbes, 2008; Steele & Aronson, 1995) as well as from 
status research (Magee & Galinsky, 2008) that it is more difficult to perform 
on par with one’s abilities when one has been assigned a low-status position 
than when one obtains a high-status position.  Also, verification bias 
tendencies suggest that the performance of low-status group members is 
rated worse than the performance of high-status group members (e.g., 
Kraiger & Ford, 1985; Martell, 1991). Thus, even if minorities perform on par 
with majority group members, it may be that their performance is evaluated 
worse. Accordingly, the self-fulfilling tendencies of status on performance 
and perceptions of performance pose a real threat for the status positions of 
group members who are assigned a low-status position. 
 In that regard, it is interesting that we found no relationship between 
gender and status, despite this being a masculine task environment. 
Members who are in the numerical minority within a group thus are not 
always assigned a low-status position. We believe there to be two potential 
explanations for women obtaining a status rank on par with that of men. 
First, it may be that participants believed that women would perform worse 
on the technical aspects of the task than men, but that they would be better 
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in the relational and cooperative aspects of the task (cf. Eagly, 1987). When 
the status attributions on those sub facets of the task are combined, it may 
very well be that the sum of status attributions leads to no overall differences 
between men and women. A second explanation may be that the growing 
proportion of female students over the course of years has attenuated the 
masculinity of the stereotype for this specific study environment. If this latter 
explanation would be true, it would suggest that the growing representation 
of women in various domains that were traditionally male-dominated (e.g., 
economics, science, engineering) enhances women’s’ status in those 
domains. We believe that this is possible if the increased representation of 
women has altered stereotypical beliefs of competence for the task at hand 
from masculine to being gender-neutral. Clearly more research is needed to 
examine the extent to which such beliefs are liable to change and what 
affects such change.  
Limitations and future directions 
 Our sample was limited to newly founded teams. Our findings thus 
provide insight into status attainment for group members with a limited 
history of working together (i.e., six months), but whether they also hold true 
for teams that have been working together for a longer time remains to be 
tested.  Accordingly, our findings speak primarily to temporary work groups 
(such as project teams).  Replicating this study in permanent work groups is 
needed to verify that status, even in these groups, can be affected by group 
identification. However, the fact that in our sample, the effect of 
identification on status grew over time suggests that it will.  
 On a related note, we expect that the process of status attainment 
will proceed similarly for newly founded groups as for newcomers into 
existing work groups.  However, we are not certain that the status attribution 
process works the same for newcomers into an existing group as it does for 
all members in newly founded groups, because in the latter, most group 
members do not know each other.  For example, it may be that status 
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attributions of newcomers in existing work groups are based more upon a 
group’s shared attribution process, of which a considerable part consists of 
sharing and discussing impressions.  Whether group identification is a key to 
status enhancement for newcomers thus remains to be tested. 
 Importantly, whereas we show that status can be enhanced through 
group identification, the exact process as to why identification enhances a 
member’s status yet remains to be tested. Since members’ self-reported 
identification with their work group affected their status in the eyes of their 
fellow group members, it can be inferred that group identification is noticed 
by the other group members. Adopting a social identity approach, we have 
argued that a person’s identification with the group can increase one’s 
influence within the group through enhanced group prototypicality because 
highly identified group members embody the group’s identity more strongly. 
Moreover, a person’s identification with the group can enhance other 
members’ perception of one’s competence by signalling a willingness to exert 
effort on behalf of the group. In order to discern if these explanations hold 
sway, future studies could measure or manipulate these processes .   
Practical Implications  
The predominant individual attribute approach to status provides a rather 
deterministic and static picture of attaining status in work groups: Even if a 
person’s status changes over time, it is simply because other members 
discover attributes that were not yet revealed  – but the attributes stay the 
same (e.g., Bendersky & Shah, 2013; Bunderson, 2003). Our relational 
approach provides a more dynamic perspective on status attainment and 
change, given that a person’s level of group identification can change over 
time and, more importantly, can be manipulated. For instance, group 
members have been shown to identify more strongly with their group when 
they are given the opportunity to make their own personal contribution to 
the group identity (Jans et al., 2012; Swaab et al., 2008), when they construct 
shared values as a group (Meeussen, Delvaux et al., 2013), or when their 
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belief that the group’s goals can be achieved through joint effort is 
strengthened (van Zomeren, Leach, & Spears, 2010).  
 Such interventions may be especially beneficial for vulnerable 
groups, given that group members who are left out, ignored, discriminated 
against, bullied, or ostracized (cf. Ashforth, 1994) will find it harder to identify 
with a group than popular group members. Such negative workplace 
behaviours are particular likely to happen to minorities and other low-status 
group members – i.e., exactly those people holding a lower status in the 
group already. When minority members experience more discrimination, 
they are less likely to identify with the group, which may decrease their 
status even more.  
 Because identifying with a group that does not seem to value you 
may be difficult, one way of fostering group members’ ability to identify with 
a group is to cultivate a climate of inclusion. Inclusive organizations are 
characterized by including low-status group members in decision making and 
valuing their voice. Nishii (2012) argues that such inclusion eliminates status 
hierarchies and increases the likelihood that attributions of competence are 
based on individuating information instead of social category membership 
(cf. Allport, 1954). Moreover, Luiters and colleagues (2008) showed that 
members of culturally diverse work groups identified more strongly with 
their group when the group had a group climate that perceives cultural 
diversity as an added value. Managers would therefore do well to establish 
an inclusive climate that values differences in their teams and organizations.  
Conclusion 
Our study shows that members’ identification with the group influences their 
status – and increasingly does so over time. Theoretically, these findings 
challenge the conventional individual attribute approach to status attainment 
and provide a first step towards a more relational approach to research on 
status attainment and change.  
  
  
.  
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Societies are becoming increasingly culturally diverse due to migration and 
globalization. At work, in schools or in other social contexts, people from 
different cultural backgrounds come together and cooperate in groups to 
achieve common goals. Compared to less culturally diverse groups, however, 
diverse groups have been shown to experience more social problems (e.g., 
they show less commitment, lower identification, and more relational 
conflict; Chattopadhyay et al., 2004; Pelled et al., 1999; Riordan & Shore, 
1997). This dissertation investigated the emergence of group identities within 
interactive groups with different degrees of cultural diversity. I had two 
general aims. First, I aimed to gain insight in emergent group identities and in 
possible barriers for diverse groups to form a shared identity. Second, I aimed 
to find ways in which group identities can be inclusive of both cultural 
minority and majority members, enhance cooperation between them, and 
reduce status inequalities. Applying a social identity approach to the 
processes of social influence and value convergence, I contributed to research 
on emergent group identities and extended this line of research to culturally 
diverse groups. Additionally, building on a social identity approach to 
diversity perspectives and status inequality, I investigated ways for culturally 
diverse groups to create inclusive identities, and to reach their full potential. 
To this end, I took a dynamic approach to groups, following real-life, 
interactive work groups over time. These groups had low to high levels of 
cultural diversity, and their members had to cooperate on meaningful and 
demanding tasks.  
1. Overview of findings 
1.1. Becoming a group through value convergence 
In the first part of this dissertation, I investigated how group members form a 
shared identity over time by influencing each other’s values towards 
convergence. Moreover, I examined whether such processes may be 
generalized to culturally diverse groups. 
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 Chapter 2 focused on emergent identities in interactive groups with 
little or no cultural diversity. Applying a social identity perspective to research 
on social influence and value convergence, I asked: Do group members 
influence each other’s values over time towards consensus? and Does value 
convergence enhance group identification and (self-reported) group 
performance? As expected, I found that group members, over time, 
converged on common achievement values by aligning their own and others’ 
values. Moreover, converged values, but not initial value fit, predicted group 
identification. Finally, increased group identification enhanced (self-reported) 
group performance. These findings support the idea that group identities may 
be created from the bottom up as members of small, interactive groups 
influence each other towards consensus. Moreover, they show that personal 
values can become part of group identities through convergence, and that 
value fit is beneficial for group functioning only after value convergence. 
 Next, chapters 3 and 4 examined the process of value convergence in 
more depth and extended this process to culturally diverse groups. More 
specifically, they addressed the questions: Do different group members 
influence each other’s values to different degrees?, Does the process of group 
formation through value convergence generalize to culturally diverse groups?, 
and What are barriers for diverse groups to reach value consensus?  In work 
groups with low cultural diversity, chapters 3 and 4 replicated the findings of 
chapter 2, showing that members converged on common achievement values 
over time. Moreover, they extended this finding in two ways. First, I find that 
not only achievement values, but also members’ relational values, converged 
over time. Second, chapter 4 established social influence processes more 
stringently by showing that members particularly adapted their relational 
values to other members they liked. Achievement values also converged, but 
regardless of who liked whom.  
 Turning to groups with high cultural diversity, chapters 3 and 4 found 
no evidence of value convergence, and highly diverse groups showed 
impaired (objective) group performance, after taking into account individual 
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differences in ability. I then explored three potential barriers that may stand 
in the way of value convergence in diverse groups. First, I examined the 
possibility that members of high diversity groups started off with larger value 
differences than members of low diversity groups. Within my sample, I did 
not find any differences in terms of initial value fit between group members. 
Lower group performance in highly diverse groups is not explained by a lack 
of initial value fit, therefore. This finding is consistent with my finding in 
chapter 2 that value fit after value convergence, rather than initial value fit, 
improved group functioning. Second, I found that members of highly diverse 
groups did not like each other less than members of low diversity groups, and 
that liking was not restricted to members from similar cultural backgrounds. 
Rather, processes of social influence were dissociated from liking in highly 
diverse groups, suggesting that group members did not accommodate others’ 
values in spite of positive relations. To enable value convergence in culturally 
diverse groups, therefore, these groups face the challenge of creating 
inclusive identities that value cultural differences and enable members from 
different cultural backgrounds to accommodate each other’s values, and to 
contribute their own values to the group. 
1.2. Inclusive identities for cultural minority and majority members 
In the second part of my dissertation, therefore, I examined how culturally 
diverse groups can create a climate in which both cultural minority and 
majority members are valued and feel included in the group. 
 In chapter 5, I combined a social identity approach of diversity 
perspectives with leadership research to address the question: How do 
leaders’ diversity perspectives affect cultural minorities’ and majorities’ 
experiences within their group? As expected, I found that leaders’ 
perspectives on diversity particularly affected minority members in the 
group. More specifically, minority members experienced more relational 
conflict and they distanced themselves more from their group to the extent 
that their leader endorsed colorblindness. Conversely, minority members felt 
CHAPTER 7    
154 
 
more accepted in their group to the extent that their leader endorsed 
multiculturalism. Importantly, and in line with a notion of all-inclusive 
multiculturalism (Stevens et al., 2008), leaders’ multiculturalism had no 
negative effects on majority members in the group. These findings suggest 
that it is possible to create a group identity that includes both minority and 
majority members and that reduces conflict; and that group leaders play a 
key role in representing and implementing such a group identity. 
 Finally, building on the idea that colorblindness perpetuates status 
inequalities between minority and majority members, while multiculturalism 
challenges such inequalities, I investigated whether members’ status 
increases when they identify more strongly with their group. By applying a 
social identity approach to status research, I derived a relational and dynamic 
conception of status, in contrast with a predominant focus on stable 
individual attributes as status predictors in most status research. Chapter 6 
addressed the question: What factors predict members’ status within their 
group? First, in line with the findings of chapters 3 and 4, the results of 
chapter 6 show that members differed in their influence or contribution to 
the groups: compared to cultural minority members, cultural majority 
members had a higher status, measured by the extent to which other 
members perceived them to be influential and competent. Second, I found 
that members’ group identification enhanced their status within the group 
over time. Moreover, identification effects held after controlling for individual 
attributes commonly known as predictors of status. In contrast with stable 
individual status cues, such as one’s cultural background or academic ability, 
members’ group identification may increase over time when groups provide 
identity safety to minority as well as majority members (as shown in chapter 
5). This suggests that interventions aimed at creating inclusive group 
identities may reduce status inequalities between members through 
enhancing their group identification.  
 In sum, the first part of my dissertation showed that members of low 
diversity groups created a shared identity over time by influencing each 
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other’s values towards consensus. Groups with high levels of cultural 
diversity, however, showed no evidence of convergence. Within my sample, 
this lack of value convergence in diverse groups can neither be explained by 
initial value differences, nor by the extent to which members like each other. 
Rather, social influence was decoupled from liking, suggesting that group 
members did not accommodate others’ values in spite of positive relations. 
The second part of my dissertation showed that multiculturalism as an 
inclusive diversity approach may create a group identity that ensures identity 
safety for all group members. Moreover, my findings showed that group 
leaders play an important role in establishing an inclusive group identity with 
which all group members may identify. In turn, I found that group 
identification enhances members’ status within the group. Connecting the 
different parts of this dissertation, my findings suggest that a focus on the 
added value of diversity creates inclusive group identities, thus ensuring 
identity safety for all members and for minority members in particular. 
Identity safety enables increased group identification, also for minority 
members, which may in turn decrease status inequalities between minority 
and majority group members. Moreover, when diverse groups succeed in 
creating an inclusive environment in which the contribution of each member 
is valued, group members from different cultural backgrounds may start 
influencing each other’s values towards consensus. Of course, these 
connections remain to be tested. 
2. Theoretical contributions  
In this dissertation, I started from various lines of research to formulate my 
research questions and predictions. Looking back on my empirical chapters, I 
will discuss the main contributions of my research to these different 
literatures. 
 My research started from a broad social identity approach (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1986; Turner et al., 1987), which postulates that people divide their 
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world into groups they belong to (‘us’) and groups they do not belong to 
(‘them’). People attach importance to their own groups, because group 
membership provides a social identity that is part of their self-concept and 
self-worth. Therefore, people will favour the group they identify with over 
other groups and they will be motivated to enact on the group’s behalf. 
Within this framework, I followed up on a recent line of research that 
investigates social identity processes in small, interactive groups. In such 
groups, it is possible to study interactions between group members as well as 
emergent group identities (Postmes et al., 2005; 2006). As such, this research 
line differs from a predominant focus on large, pre-existing groups in most 
social identity research. Moreover, studying small, interactive groups allowed 
me to predict outcomes of social identity processes at the intragroup level 
(i.e., group (dis)identification, levels of conflict within a group, and group 
performance), as distinct from a more common focus on intergroup 
outcomes in group research (Moreland et al., 1994). 
 To study emergent group identities, I took a dynamic approach to 
groups, investigating group processes as they unfold over time. A dynamic 
approach to group processes foregrounds temporal changes within groups as 
well as multilevel processes such as the interplay between individuals and 
their groups and between individual members within a group. Such an 
approach is well suited to study emergent group identities and it 
supplements a predominant empirical focus on ‘group statics’ in most group 
research (Cronin et al., 2011; Moreland et al., 2009). Moreover, as distinct 
from the majority of small group research, I followed real-life groups that 
worked together for a relatively long period on a meaningful and important 
task. As such, my findings add ecological validity to small group research in 
laboratory contexts (Moreland et al., 2010), where participants usually 
cooperate on less important tasks over a brief period in artificial groups.  
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2.1. Value convergence and emergent group identities 
Building on this dynamic approach of groups, my studies connected parallel 
streams of research on inductive identity formation and on social influence 
and consensualisation. Experimental research on inductive identity formation 
has shown that members’ self-expressions or their personal contributions to 
the group enhance their group identification (Jans et al., 2012; Swaab et al., 
2007; 2008). Yet, these studies neither measured how one’s self-expression 
influenced other group members, nor how individual contributions became 
part of a shared group identity. In parallel, research about social influence in 
groups (Sherif, 1936; Turner, 1991), studies on group norms and stereotypes 
(Haslam, 1997; Haslam et al., 1998; Smith & Postmes, 2011a; 2011b), as well 
as research on group socialization (Ashforth et al., 2008; Cable & Parsons, 
2001; Moreland et al., 2001) all document how group members reach 
consensus over time. Yet, this research did not relate group consensus to 
subsequent group identification or to other group outcomes. Bridging these 
lines of research, and focusing on values as meaningful contents of group 
identities, I established convergence through social influence as the process 
underlying emergent group identities, and I related value convergence to 
increased group identification and performance. 
 My research also adds to existing work on value fit by showing that 
values change over time and that they can become shared by group 
members. Such an approach harks back to Sherif’s account of values as 
shared reality in 1936: “… a social value may begin in the mind of an 
individual member. But before it can command respect and attachment from 
every member, it has to be standardized. […] Once a value is standardized and 
becomes the common property of a group […], it acquires objective reality.” 
(p. 124). Empirical research on values and value fit, however, has generally 
treated values as stable individual attributes. Foregrounding a dynamic 
nature of values, I showed that value fit does not require prior selection of 
similar individuals, yet different individuals may negotiate common values 
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over time. Moreover, I find that value fit after convergence, and not initial 
value fit, is beneficial for group functioning.  
2.2. Value convergence and cultural diversity 
Extending processes of social influence and emergent group identities to 
more diverse contexts, I find that high cultural diversity may impose 
constraints on the process of group identity formation in interactive groups. I 
have studied three potential barriers that may hinder value convergence in 
highly diverse groups: larger initial value differences, less liking between 
group members, and/or failed influence despite liking.   
 I found no evidence for the hypothesis that members of high diversity 
groups started off with larger value differences than members of low 
diversity groups. Neither did I find evidence for the hypothesis that members 
of highly diverse groups like each other less than members of low diversity 
groups, as would be expected from social categorization and similarity-
attraction mechanisms. Rather, I found that within highly diverse groups, 
social influence between group members was decoupled from liking. This 
finding ties in with recent research exposing the limitations of intergroup 
contact: while positive contact improves intergroup attitudes, it falls short of 
enabling the active participation and accommodation of cultural minorities 
(Dixon et al., 2005; 2007; 2010). Also, my finding of ‘liking without influence’ 
in highly diverse groups contributes to diversity research. While this research 
has documented the effects of diversity on group outcomes, the processes 
behind these effects have remained under-researched (Lawrence, 1997; 
Moreland, 2013). Finally, insights into the barriers that diverse groups may 
face are needed to inform interventions aimed at improving diverse group 
functioning. 
2.3. Leaders’ diversity perspectives and status inequalities 
In my dissertation, I investigated how leaders’ diversity perspectives influence 
minority and majority members’ experiences in the group. My findings 
showed that minority members in particular were influenced by their leaders’ 
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approach to diversity. This finding is in line with existing evidence showing 
that minority members as potential targets of discrimination are most 
sensitive to diversity cues in their environment (Purdie-Vaughns et al., 2008; 
Tropp & Bianchi, 2006). I contribute to diversity research by showing that 
minority and majority members’ experiences within their group differ (e.g., 
Dovidio et al., 2007). Although this is generally acknowledged, differences 
between minority and majority members’ experiences in diverse groups are 
still understudied.  
While minorities benefited most from a multiculturalist group leader, 
in my research, multiculturalism did not backfire on majority members, who 
may feel alienated in multiculturalist environments (e.g., Plaut et al., 2011). In 
line with a notion of all-inclusive multiculturalism (Stevens et al., 2008), my 
research suggests that multiculturalism can be a viable model for diversity 
management that also includes majority members.  
 Furthermore, I found that group leaders played an important role in 
communicating and representing diversity perspectives in a group, over and 
above members’ own or other members’ diversity perspectives. As such, I 
add to research on diversity perspectives that has mainly focused on people’s 
own diversity perspectives or on their perceptions of their organization’s 
diversity perspectives. This finding also adds to a recent line of research on 
leadership in diverse groups by putting forward leaders’ diversity 
perspectives as influential management styles in diverse groups. So far, 
research on effects of leadership in diverse groups has mainly focused on 
general leadership styles which are not directly related to diversity (e.g., 
transformational or visionary leadership; Greer et al., 2012; Kearney & 
Gebert, 2009). 
Finally, my dissertation examined status inequalities and antecedents 
of status. I predicted that not only stable individual attributes of group 
members, but also their engagement and relation with the group would 
predict their status in the group. As expected, my findings showed that group 
identification is an important predictor of status over and above already 
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known status cues. This is consistent with a social identity approach, which 
implies that members who identify more with their group will more fully 
embody the groups’ identity, and will invest more effort into group tasks. For 
these reasons, group identification may enhance one’s status in the eyes of 
other group members. The social identity approach to status supplements 
conventional status research, which examines status as a function of people’s 
stable individual attributes. Focusing instead on group identification as a 
relational status cue, my findings contribute to our understanding of status 
change over time and they may inform possible interventions aimed at 
reducing status inequalities. 
3. Applied contributions 
My research also has applied implications for practitioners in diversity 
management who seek to create well-functioning (diverse) groups. In less 
culturally diverse work contexts, my findings suggest that value fit in well-
functioning groups need not rely on selection procedures combining group 
members with similar values. Rather, group members may create shared 
values over time, and this value convergence –and not initial value fit- 
enhances their group identification and performance. Accordingly, team 
managers may want to facilitate value convergence, for instance, by initiating 
explicit discussion about what values are important in the group.  
In highly culturally diverse work contexts, my dissertation provides 
new insights into the barriers that diverse groups may face which may inform 
effective diversity management. Within my sample, members of culturally 
diverse groups neither started off with larger value differences, nor did they 
develop less positive social relations with other members as compared to 
members of less diverse groups. In contrast with the latter groups, however, 
highly diverse groups showed no evidence of value convergence, and positive 
social relations between diverse group members were dissociated from social 
influence. This pattern of findings suggests that interventions aimed at 
improving the functioning of culturally diverse groups should look beyond the 
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quality of contact between group members, and aim to create inclusive group 
identities that enable members from different cultural backgrounds to 
accommodate others’ values and to contribute their own values to the group. 
The empowerment of cultural minority members is particularly important, as 
I found that there are persistent status inequalities between group members 
from different cultural backgrounds. Minority members’ lower status was not 
explained by either their actual abilities or their commitment to the group. 
This indicates that groups may overlook valuable contributions from minority 
members by failing to recognize their competence. Importantly, I find that a 
diversity perspective that stresses equality while ignoring differences 
(colorblindness) fails to include minority members on an equal footing. 
Instead, I find that minority members feel included when cultural differences 
are recognized and valued (multiculturalism). While perhaps counterintuitive 
to many practitioners, these findings are consistent with a growing literature 
documenting backlash effects of colorblindness on the functioning of 
minority members (e.g., Derks et al., 2007; Markus et al., 2000; Stevens et al., 
2008). Finally, I found that group leaders play a key role as diversity managers 
who may communicate and implement a multicultural group climate that 
includes all members.  
4. Limitations and future directions 
My research also has limitations. Moreover, it raises new questions, some of 
which I am addressing in my current research. Rather than repeating 
limitations and follow-up questions that are specific to certain chapters of 
this dissertation (as described within the chapters), I will now discuss some 
overarching limitations and future directions. 
 In the first part of my dissertation, I showed that members of low 
diversity groups influence each other’s values towards convergence over 
time. Specifically, they adapted their relational values to the values of others 
they liked more. In contrast, there was no adaptation to the achievement 
values of well-liked others. This difference between relational and 
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achievement values suggests that different processes of social influence are 
at play for different types of values. Thus, it would be interesting to 
investigate further how group members communicate their values to each 
other. For some values, members may be influenced by all members in the 
group, while for other values, specific group members may have a stronger 
influence. Moreover, this process may be implicit, as when certain behaviours 
or conversations signal a person’s values to other members of the group. 
However, group members may also explicitly communicate their values to 
each other. Studies that record actual interactions between group members 
may code verbal and non-verbal behaviours that may communicate values 
and relate those to value convergence between interaction partners. 
 In the second part of my dissertation, I found that leaders’ 
endorsement of multiculturalism creates a group identity that is inclusive of 
all group members. I also showed that members’ group identification 
enhanced their status in the group. Connecting both studies, our findings 
suggest that leaders’ endorsement of multiculturalism may also reduce status 
inequalities between minority and majority group members. Given that 
multiculturalism (a) explicitly values minority members’ distinct identity and 
(b) enhances minority members’ identification with the group, I would expect 
that minority members’ status in the group is higher to the extent that their 
leaders endorse multiculturalism. Preliminary additional analyses of my data 
support this prediction, showing that leaders’ endorsement of 
multiculturalism increases minority members’ status over time.  
 In my studies, measures of affective group identification, cognitive 
group identification, and group disidentification not always yielded the same 
patterns of results: I found that leaders’ multiculturalism enhanced minority 
members’ affective group identification, and that leaders’ colorblindness 
enhanced minority members’ disidentification, while leaders’ diversity 
perspectives had no effects on minority members’ cognitive group 
identification. For majority members, leaders’ colorblindness showed a near 
significant trend to increase their cognitive identification and decrease their 
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disidentification, but I found no effects on majority members’ affective 
identification. Moreover, both affective and cognitive aspects of group 
identification predicted a members’ status in the group, but group 
disidentification was not related to a lower status in the group. Overall, these 
different results do not seem to follow a clear pattern to explain differences 
in predictors and effects of affective identification, cognitive identification, 
and disidentification. Therefore, future research should further look into 
differential patterns related to distinct components of group identification as 
well as the difference between group identification and group 
disidentification. 
 Connecting the two parts of my dissertation, an interesting route for 
follow-up research would be to test how a group climate that is inclusive of 
all members affects value convergence processes in diverse groups. This may 
lead to two mutually exclusive predictions: On the one hand, a focus on the 
added value of diversity may enhance group members’ openness to each 
other’s values. It is possible, in that case, that members of diverse groups 
influence each other’s values towards consensus. Thus, an inclusive group 
climate may be a precondition to enable the process of value convergence in 
diverse groups. On the other hand, a focus on the added value of diversity 
may foreground diversity as common property of the group and hence, as the 
content of the group identity (e.g., Jans et al., 2012; Rink & Ellemers, 2007; 
van Knippenberg & Haslam, 2003). This may lead members to see different 
values as complementary parts of the group identity. 
Heeding Goethe’s words: “Knowing is not enough, we must apply”, 
future research should develop effective interventions that may enable 
diverse groups to overcome their difficulties and to reach their full potential. 
For instance, value convergence in groups may be facilitated by encouraging 
group members to express their values or concerns and by initiating group 
discussions with the explicit aim of constructing shared values that represent 
the whole group. Also, group leaders may be trained to effectively 
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communicate a multicultural diversity perspective with a view to create 
inclusive group identities.  
 I have investigated my research questions in work groups in an 
academic context. Although studying such groups has several advantages (as 
discussed in Chapter 1, ‘Work groups as a natural group research lab’), it 
remains to be tested whether my findings hold in other contexts, and with 
other types of groups as well. I expect that the processes and effects outlined 
in my dissertation go beyond academic work groups. However, I am aware 
that this setting provides a number of favourable conditions for diverse group 
functioning. First, students represent a highly educated and generally less 
prejudiced segment of the majority population (Wagner & Zick, 1995). 
Therefore, it is possible that cultural majority members in other settings hold 
more negative diversity attitudes. Second, my groups cooperated on a 
creative task. In this type of tasks, it may be easier to perceive added value in 
diversity as compared to more competitive or less creative task contexts. 
Third, the minority students in my sample came from many different 
backgrounds. In intergroup contexts where the cultural minority is more 
homogenous, distinctions between majority and minority members may be 
more salient, and majority members may feel more threatened by minority 
members. Thus, future research should replicate and further contextualize 
my findings in other, less optimal intergroup settings.  
 Along those lines, I have started to investigate groups outside of the 
university context. Specifically, we collected data from 85 work groups across 
different services of the Belgian police force. These participants provide a 
more representative sample of the general population, and they work on 
various types of tasks. In addition, we collected longitudinal data from 280 
high school classes across Flanders. The classes are distributed across 
different levels of academic achievement, thus providing a less selective 
sample of the general population in terms of educational levels. Within this 
sample, many minority students share the same cultural background (e.g., 
Turkish Belgians) and hence, subgroup formation along cultural divides may 
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be more prevalent. Sometimes, cultural minority students are the numerical 
majority within a school, which may change status dynamics and intergroup 
processes dramatically. Finally, this sample consists of first, second, and third-
generation children of immigrant origin.  
As my dissertation focused on first-generation cultural minorities 
(defined as “they themselves and at least one of their parents were not born 
in Belgium”), my findings would need to be replicated for the second and 
third generation. Preliminary additional analyses of my data indicate that 
when second-generation immigrants are included in the group of cultural 
minority members, status inequalities between cultural minority members 
and cultural majority members (cf. chapter 6) remained. Yet, leaders’ 
multiculturalism was no longer related to more positive feelings of 
acceptance among minority members including the second generation, but 
rather more group distancing. Reasoning from social identity theory (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979), multiculturalism might pose a threat to (some) second-
generation members of cultural minorities, when they do not (exclusively) 
identify with the minority culture. These children of immigrants combine two 
cultural identities: a minority and a majority identity. This may increase the 
chance of identity threat with regard to both or either of these identities 
(Baysu, Phalet, & Brown, 2011). Although multiculturalism explicitly values 
minority identities, it may be experienced as denying and excluding their 
majority identity. Thus, future research should look into how multiculturalism 
differentially impacts acculturated or culturally integrated minority members, 
and in what ways multiculturalism can be ‘all-inclusive’ for them as well. 
5. Conclusion 
How can people with different cultural backgrounds successfully cooperate in 
inclusive groups? In light of increasingly diverse societies, this question is 
debated among both researchers and practitioners. Starting from a social 
identity approach to groups, my dissertation addressed this question by 
investigating group identity processes in groups with various degrees of 
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cultural diversity. My findings showed that members of interactive groups 
built a group identity over time by aligning their values. However, I found no 
evidence of value convergence in more culturally diverse groups. In these 
groups, members neither started off with larger value differences, nor did 
they like each other less than members of low diversity groups. Rather, social 
influence was decoupled from liking in high diversity groups. This suggests 
that group members did not accommodate others’ values in spite of positive 
relations. By implication, identity formation in diverse groups may especially 
benefit from interventions aimed at creating a group climate where cultural 
differences are valued. Moreover, I found that leaders’ diversity perspectives 
affect minority members in particular, so that more multiculturalist leaders 
may enhance group identification, cooperation, and status equality for 
minority members in particular. In short, group leaders are well-placed to 
contribute to the creation of more inclusive group identities in culturally 
diverse contexts. 
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